New Mexico Historical Review
Volume 37

Number 3

Article 1

7-1-1962

Full Issue
New Mexico Historical Review

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalrepository.unm.edu/nmhr

Recommended Citation
New Mexico Historical Review. "Full Issue." New Mexico Historical Review 37, 3 (1962).
https://digitalrepository.unm.edu/nmhr/vol37/iss3/1

This Full Issue is brought to you for free and open access by UNM Digital Repository. It has been accepted for
inclusion in New Mexico Historical Review by an authorized editor of UNM Digital Repository. For more information,
please contact disc@unm.edu.

N..ew~exico

Historical ~view

Palace of the Governors, Santa Fe

July,1962

Editors
FRANK D.

REEVE

PAULA.

F. WALTER

Associates
PERCY M. BALDWIN
FRANCE V. SCHOLES

GEORGE P. HAMMOND
ELEANOR B. ADAMS
BRUCE T. ELLIS

VOL. XXXVII

JULY, 1962

No.3

CONTENTS
Page
Statehood for New Mexico, 1888-1912
Robert W. Larson

· 161

Sheep Husbandry in New Mexico, 1902-1903
William J. Parish, Editor

· 201

John Baptist Salpointe, 1825-1894
Sister Edward Mary Zerwekh, C.S.J. (concluded)

· 214

Book Reviews

· 230

THE NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW is published jointly by the
Historical Society of New Mexico and The University of New Mexico.
Subscription to the REVIEW is by membership in the Society-open to all.
Dues, including subscription, $5.00 annually, in advance. Single numbers, except a few which have become scarce, are $1.00 each. For further
information regarding back files and other publications available, see
back cover.
Membership dues and other business communications should be addressed to the Historical Society of New Mexico, Box 1727, Santa Fe,
N. M. Manuscripts and editorial correspondence should be addressed
to Prof. Frank D. Reeve, The University of New Mexico, Albuquerque,
N.M.
Entered as second-class matter at Santa Fe, New Mexico
PRINTED AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO, ALBUQUERQUE

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL
REVIEW
VOL. XXXVII

JULY,

1962

NO.3

STATEHOOD FOR NEW MEXICO, 1888-1912
By ROBERT W. LARSON *

political struggle lasting more than sixty years
preceded New Mexico's 1912 entry into the union of
A
states. As part of that great tract of southwestern territory
FJERCE

ceded by Mexico in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, New
Mexico became part of the United States in 1848. On March 3,
1851, she received territorial status. At that time Arizona
comprised the western half, but received separate status in
1863. New Mexico had high hopes for early statehood. An
area rich in resources and vast in acreage her prospects
seemed promising, but discouragement and disappointment
were to be felt many times before the coveted goal was
. achieved.
Many of the more significant events leading to New Mexico's statehood took place in the two decades just before admission. The frontier period of the West had ended and the
modern era was beginning. Populations in all the western
territories were increasing and so was the demand for statehood. In New Mexico there were probably not more than a
thousand residents in the territory in 1850 who had been born
in the United States and the population was then over 65,000.
Thirty-eight years later, in 1888, Spanish-speaking people
still held a majority, but the number of easterners had swelled
the so-called American population considerably. Many of
• Prof. Larson, Colorado State College at Greeley. has summarized his doctoral dissertation, University of New Mexico, 1960, in this article.
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these newcomers who flocked to the territory were farmers,
while others were merchants or traders, not to mention the
railroad men and those interested in mining. Of all who came,
however, the group which was to play one of the most important roles in influencing the course of New Mexico's fight for
statehood proved to be the lawyers-lawyers of varying capabilities, but almost without exception men who had strong
opinions regarding statehood.
Many of the lawyers were quick to see what a vast fortune
could be built in so rich a country. They looked with unrestrained ambition upon the obscure titles of ownership to
thousands of acres in the territory. The original owners of
the land had received their titles under the Spanish and then
Mexican rule which preceded the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. Now, with many of the titles to these grants clouded in
doubt after generations during which more and more members of the original family lived on the land, the American
lawyers saw that they could use their legal skill to acquire a
great deal of the land for themselves. Their success in this
endeavor as well as in various other economic enterprises
undertaken over the years was amazing. Because of the constant and close cooperation of these lawyers, their opponents
soon labeled them as members of a "ring." The term generally
referred to the Santa Fe Ring, although there were others of
less importance.
Edmund G. Ross, appointed territorial governor by Grover Cleveland in 1885, showed toward the Santa Fe Ring the
same outspoken courage he had shown in casting a decisive
vote against the removal of Andrew Johnson in 1868. In a
letter to a friend in St. Louis Ross described the rings as the
"curse of this Territory." Quoting an unnamed veteran of the
Mexican war he pictured the land ring as being "composed of
Americans possessed of some legal lore with a large amount
of cheek and an unusual quantity of low cunning and astuteness that always had an inclination to run in a crooked direction." The original grant holders were described as "simple
Mexicans who never would have thought of claiming more
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than their papers called for, but the ring soon taught them a
few tricks they had never thought of." The result of this collaboration was that a number of Americans were given sizeable shares of these grants in return for their legal service.
At the same time, Mexicans were voting the lawyers to Congress, thus giving them "federal as well as territorial power."
The political makeup of the land grant ring, as well as the
many other rings,was bipartisan because "nearly every law
and commercial firm especially the former, contained a Democrat and a Republican, apparently for prudential reasons, so
that whichever side might come uppermost,· the dominant
party was represented, and there was an average of one lawyer for every ten Americans."
The numerical predominance of lawyers gave the Santa
Fe Bar a position of great influence. Its members controlled
and dominated the activities of the Santa Fe Ring which, in
turn, dictated to all lesser rings. Rings were found in towns
throughout the territory, but all were subservient to the "cen'tral head." Ross regarded the Santa Fe Bar as a closed corporation, manipulating the bulk of the territory's legislation.
Facts verify much of what the governor said about the
Santa Fe Ring. Especially revealing were the careers of two
attorneys, Catron and Elkins, whom Ross called the principal
"originators and manipulators" of the land grant ring.
Stephen B. Elkins, the first to come to New Mexico, arrived
in 1865, two years before Catron. As a lawyer he recognized
the necessity of speaking Spanish, and soon became proficient
in that tongue. In 1866 he was elected a member of the lower
house of the territorial legislative assembly, and in 1868
President Andrew Johnson appointed him U. S. Attorney for
New Mexico. From 1873 to 1877 he served as the territory's
delegate to Congress. In that capacity he nearly achieved
statehood in 1875 but Southern Congressmen killed the bill
by reversing their votes when Elkins unwittingly congratulated a Northern senator after he had delivered a bitter political speech dealing with events following the Civil War. Elkins
did succeed in getting a bill through the Senate the next year

164

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW

but failed to obtain the support of the House Committee on
Territories.
Elkins had only been in the territory a short time when
he moved to Santa Fe and formed a law partnership with
Thomas B. Catron, an old friend and classmate from the University of Missouri. If any man could be pointed to as the
leader of the Santa Fe Ring that man was Catron. After Elkins left the territory to live in New York he looked to Catron
to represent his economic interests. Catron's name was continually associated with the Ring, and when the Ring was
blamed for certain activities, Catron was often the scapegoat.
A stout man with a gruff manner, he had moved to Santa Fe
in 1867 to practice law. Shortly after his arrival the governor
told him he would be appointed attorney of the third district
if he could learn to speak Spanish. Catron at once moved to
Rio Arriba County where he encountered few English-speaking persons, and learned to speak Spanish fluently in six
months. After receiving the appointment, he continued to
use his newly acquired ability and his legal background to
satisfy his insatiable hunger for land. By 1883 he was one
of the largest land owners in the nation.
Elkins also came to own much land. He was owner of a
sizeable chunk of the large Mora Grant in Northern New
Mexico and was one of the principal owners of the Ortiz
Grant. Catron acquired 240,000 acres of the Mora Grant, taking in most of the northern portion of this extensive tract.
His holdings in the Antonio Ortiz Grant eventually amounted
to a hundred thousand acres. But his biggest holding by far
was the Tierra Amarilla Grant, comprising 593,000 acres of
land located in northern New Mexico and in southern
Colorado.
Another important member of the Ring, despite the fact
that he was often at loggerheads with Catron, was Le Baron
Bradford Prince. Prince, aNew Yorker, was appointed Chief
Justice of New Mexico in 1879, and while serving in that position was accused of being a Ring member. Prince's public
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career was matched by a legal and commercial career in which
he managed to acquire a great deal of land in the territory.
Prince was, however, above all else, an unceasing fighter for
New Mexico statehood. Some have felt that he deserves to be
called "The Father of New Mexico Statehood."
Although Catron, Elkins, and Prince were Republicans,
there were several prominent Democrats active in Ring affairs including two of Catron's law partners, Charles C. Gildersleeve and William C. Thornton. In a memo from Ross'
personal papers, Gildersleeve was accused of heading a clique
of "land grabbers" in which Antonio Joseph, New Mexico's
delegate to Congress in 1884, was a member. Gildersleeve
was alleged to have bought the chairmanship of the Democratic Central Committee and also to have gotten his henchman, Joseph, elected delegate with the help of the Santa Fe
Ring. Gildersleeve was also accused of collaborating with
Catron in buying many native claims to the Ritaca Land
Grant. Antonio Joseph's holdings in the Chama and Ojo Caliente Grants were thought to be largely due to his taking advantage of "poor ignorant Mexicans." Joseph himself was
of native extraction but this did not make him unique among
Ring members. Other native politicians such as J. Francisco
Chaves, Mariano S. Otero, and Pedro Perea had close connections with the Ring.
The Santa Fe Ring was not without stalwart opponents,
and Governor Ross was chief among them. When President
Cleveland refused to withdraw his appointment despite Ring
members' objections, a conspiracy to elect a legislature hostile to the new governor was effectively carried out by the
Santa Fe Ring. The governor was supported in his battle by
such Democratic politicians as Harvey B. Fergusson, and outspoken Democratic newspapers such as the Albuquerque
Morning Democrat and the Socorro Industrial Advertiser.
Native New Mexicans weren't inactive either as indicated
by a secret Catholic Society called the "Association of the
Brotherhood for the Protection of the Rights and Privileges
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of the People of New Mexico" which. vowed its purpose was
"to oppose rings, cliques, monopolies and official corruption
of all kinds."
Despite the efforts of these forces to effectively deter the
Santa Fe Ring, they faced a powerful and vocal opponent in
Max Frost, the editor of the Santa Fe New Mexican, who
acted as spokesman for the Ring. Frost, who was at one time
during his active career indicted in a land fraud prosecution,
effectively used the power of the press to discredit the foes
of the Ring and place the activities of the Santa Fe clique in
the most favorable light. .
The project most dear to the Ring was the acquisition of
statehood. All Ring members, especially Catron, Elkins, and
Prince, were persistent advocates of this step. And their
major motive is not difficult to discern. One need only peruse
the correspondence of Catron. In a letter to J. M. Freeman,
Catron offered to secure a loan of $200,000 with his vast
holdings in the Tierra Amarilla Grant, stating that this property is the "finest large body of land in the arid region of the
United States" and that his "selling price for the same is
three dollars per acre and with the passage of the statehood
bill for New Mexico it will be advanced to not less than $5
per acre." Referring to another tract of land Catron in a second letter opined "if New Mexico is admitted as a State, each
acre of that land would be worth three pesos otherwise it is
not worth more than one now."
As important as this motive was, it does not adequately
explain all the desires of individual Ring members. The leaders of this clique being prominent and influential naturally
had political ambitions, and statehood would mean two senatorships and a representative to the lower house, plus a host
of state officials to be elected. Sensing this, one newspaper,
the Hillsboro Advocate, stated that everyone was opposed to
statehood in southern New Mexico, except for "a few selfseeking politicians;"
The desire for a feeling of equality was no doubt another
important motive. A majority of the Ring members had come
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from eastern states where statehood had been achieved and
they felt that territorial status was a form of second class citizenship. This view was often expressed in their correspondence and public utterances, always louder and longer than
warranted when considered in relation to the economic and
political reasons they probably felt to be more vital to them,
yet were careful to hide from the public.
Whatever the real objectives of the Ring members in so
eagerly desiring statehood for New Mexico, they never left
room for doubt as to their position in this matter. Their policy
was forcibly stated by Frost in the New Mexican when he
wrote: "As long as we obtain statehood we do not care how
it comes or who brings it about. Statehood is what the people
of New Mexico want and statehood they must have in order
to prosper and advance."
Although members of the Santa Fe Ring and various
other rings were almost always supporters of statehood, not
all their opponents were against statehood. On the contrary,
many of them protested their second rate status as vigorously
as Catron or Prince. They were, however, very concerned
about statehood being granted on the "land grabbers" terms,
which they felt would be disastrous for New Mexico. Ross,
for instance, was opposed to immediate statehood because
the territorial legislature had failed to enact an adequate
school bill, and he felt that congressional action must establish a public school system before admission would be wise.
He accused Ring members in general and Catron specifically
of killing the Kistler Bill, which would have established such
a school system. He reasoned that the Ring deliberately
wanted to keep the people ignorant so they could remain in
control. Thus the forces for statehood were divided against
themselves and could not wage an effective battle for a place
of equality in the Union of States.
Despite sentiment for Statehood in New Mexico, action in
that direction did not originate in the territory but rather in
Congress. On March 13, 1888, Congressman William M.
Springer of Illinois, chairman of the Committee on the Terri-
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tories, reported an omnibus bill, H.R. 8466, which would "enable the people of Dakota, Montana, Washington and New
Mexico to form Constitutions and State governments, and to
be admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the
original States." This was the first serious attempt to admit
a western territory since 1876, when Colorado was granted
statehood.
During the 1880's, prior to the introduction of the Springer
Omnibus Bill, New Mexico had been almost ignored while
the attentionof Congress was directed largely to the struggle
for statehood being waged in Dakota. This was only just because with its rapidly increasing population this area had
the best claim to admission. Congress' preoccupation with
Dakota and a feeling that politically this was the wrong time
to press her cause probably contributed to New Mexico's lack
of initiative during this decade.
Springer in introducing his omnibus bill was doubtlessly
more interested in New Mexico's Democratic leanings than
he was in her cause. New Mexico was the only territory of
the four named in the bill in which Democratic politics had
a chance for success. This assumption was based primarily
upon the election and re-election of a Democratic delegate to
Congress.
Springer's omnibus bill was definitely New Mexico's
brightest chance thus far. For one thing, Dakota's unceasing
demands for statehood could no longer be ignored. It was
assumed that the northwestern territories would all be Republican and that the first act of the next Congress would be
to admit them. With this in mind the Democrats, who controlled the House, were willing to bargain with the Republican Senate. They would remove all opposition to the admission of Dakota, Washington, and Montana, if the Republicans would allow New Mexico into the Union. After the Republican victory at the polls in November, 1888, the Democrats were especially anxious to secure such an agreement.
But New Mexico was not allowed to slip quietly into the
Union. She had been for some time under constant, often
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slanderous attack by a group of eastern and midwestern
newspapers led by the Chicago Tribune. The momentum of
this attack was greatly accelerated after the 1888 Republican success. The attempt to incorporate New Mexico was
looked upon as an eager effort "to secure a couple of Democratic Senators, which will offset the Senators from Dakota.
. . . " The Tribune regarded New Mexico's population as
"not American, but 'Greasers,' persons ignorant of our laws,
manners, customs, language, and institutions." Its attacks on
the territory's statehood aspirations were similar to the ones
frequently uttered by opponents of the Ring, such as the
charge that under state government the greater portion of
the population, being unfamiliar with the English language,
would be at the mercy of "unscrupulous rings of politicians."
Despite the bitter attacks, Springer, a good and loyal
Democrat, remained undaunted. His omnibus bill finally replaced all the separate bills of statehood for Dakota, Montana and Washington. The bill, as finally introduced, was
comparatively short and simple. The provisions pertaining
to New Mexico called for a 75-delegate constitutional conven.tion, empowered to create a full state government. Other provisions dealt with land grants for public schools, land for
the support of public institutions, and land for the establishment of permanent water reservoirs for irrigation. A suggestion that New Mexicans vote on changing the name of New
Mexico to Montezuma brought instant anger from residents
of the territory and a series of resolutions were presented
to the Senate demanding that the old name be kept.
Accompanying the Springer bill were a majority and a
minority report, each of which reached an entirely different
conclusion. The minority report recommended that each territory stand on its own merits rather than be incorporated
into the omnibus bill, and that New Mexico should remain
a territory. Extracts from W. H. H. Davis' El Gringo and
critical reports of such former governors as Lew Wallace
were reprinted. Citizens of New Mexico were pictured as being largely illiterate, superstitious, and morally delinquent.
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Moreover, they were presented as having no desire for
statehood.
The majority report tried to answer this latter charge by
presenting recent newspaper discussion showing that a commanding majority of papers in the territory favored statehood. Statehood memorials and petitions also were presented
by New Mexico's delegate to Congress.
Despite the strong differences of opinion in Congress, the
Springer bill was passed by the House in late January, 1889.
New Mexicans were elated. The Silver City Enterprise confidently predicted that the Senate would follow suit. The legislative assembly passed a memorial requesting statehood and
a statehood convention was held at Santa Fe the same month
as House action.
But only disappointment came when the Republican Senate dropped New Mexico from the bill. Consequently on February 14 the House had to consider the conference report of
the House and the Senate and reconcile differences between
the two bodies. There were three major ones. First, the House
declared for New Mexico, while the Senate opposed inclusion
of that territory. Second, the House wanted to submit the
question of the Dakota's division to her voters while the Senate opposed such an action. And, thirdly, the Senate in order
to prevent delay favored a proclamation by the President to
bring in these northern territories.
The deadlock was finally broken when Congressman Samuel S. Cox of New York offered an amendment proposing
that the House recede from its original position of favoring
New Mexico. The amendment also called for the admission of
South Dakota by presidential proclamation without a new
vote on the question of division. North Dakota, Washington
and Montana also were to be admitted by presidential proclamation. A roll call vote was then taken which would decide
whether New Mexico would be included in the statehood bill.
The result was 134 votes in favor of New Mexico's omission,
105 against, with 84 abstentions.
Prior to the decisive roll call, New Mexico was strongly
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defended in a speech by Antonio Joseph, who argued that the
United States Congress was, at its discretion, obligated under
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo to admit New Mexico at
an early date. He also contended that statehood was the only
solution for settling the titles of more than 10,000,000 acres
of land in Spanish and Mexican grants.
Opponents, on the other hand, insisted that if the House
did not recede from its position but continued to insist on the
inclusion of New Mexico, it would impair the chances of the
other territories for admittance. Republicans denied any political motives in this regard, asserting that New Mexico's
last two territorial legislatures were heavily Republican. But
Congressman Francis B. Spinola of New York did not believe them. The Republicans would oppose anything which
would have "the least shadow of a tendency" to strengthen
the Democrats. He also accused statehood opponents of trying
to prevent New Mexico's admission because of the religious
opinions of a large number of its inhabitants.
The Democratic Party had held out for New Mexico as its
lone hope for partisan advantage, but when it realized that
the jig was up it surrendered and the four northwestern territories minus New Mexico were admitted into the Union on
February 22, 1889.
Although the Springer bill had failed to secure statehood
for New Mexico it did clarify various shades of opinion in
the territory. The local press, led by the Santa Fe New Mexican, was entirely favorable to the statehood movement. According to the New Mexican, the two strongest local objections to statehood seemed to be the increased taxation which
supposedly would accompany the increased expenses brought
by statehood, and fear that native people would control the
state.
During the congressional proceedings it had been suggested at least twice that New Mexico was not interested in
statehood because her people had not made the effort to draft
a constitution to present Congress for inspection. To remedy
this situation the territorial council on February_ 28, 1889,
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authorized a convention in September to draft such a document. The bill, introduced by Colonel George Pritchard, an
influential Republican from San Miguel County, provided for
7.3 delegates to be apportioned among the counties of the
territory.
No sooner had the bill been introduced when it became
the center of a lively partisan controversy. Democratic leaders attacked 'the bill's apportionment provision, which they
felt gave too much representation to Republican counties.
Governor Ross allowed the bill to reach the statute books
without his signature, but other Democratic leaders remained
adamant and a deadlock soon developed. Despite attempts by
leaders of both parties to achieve a compromise, Democratic
cooperation was not secured, and the Democratic Central
Committee on June 22, 1889, attacked the "inequalities of
representation" and expressed fear regarding the effect of
Republican apportionment on the political complexion of the
new state legislature.
Although the Republican party tried to insert a note of
nonpartisanship into the election of convention delegates,
lack of Democratic cooperation led to a very small vote in the
territory. The vote was so inconsequential in Las Vegas that
the Las Vegas Daily Optic predicted that any constitution
drafted by the convention would not be carried if left to a
vote of the people. Nonetheless, a number of prominent territorial political figures were elected to the convention, including Catron, Frank Springer, Bernard S. Rodey, Pedro Perea,
and Judge L. S. Trimble, the lone Democrat. J. Francisco
Chaves of Valencia County was elected to preside over the
convention.
The convention assembled on September 3, and immediately went to work to frame a suitable instrument of govern:.
ment for the territory. Twelve committees were organized to
handle such topics as the legislative and executive departments, the judiciary, a Bill of Rights, and election procedures.
The establishment of a secular school system was perhaps the knottiest of the convention's problems. The Roman
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Catholic Church had enjoyed a position of primacy in this
field and naturally looked with suspicion toward any incursions in this sphere. The Most Reverend J. B. Salpointe, Archbishop of Santa Fe, demanded a system of elementary schools
which would give "citizens of the territory, of every shade
of belief, equal facility to educate their children in a manner
they believe will conduce to bring about their happiness."
Whether the archbishop's statement was a plea for a
measure of church control in educational affairs or a hint for
state support of church schools was not made clear; but,
whatever its intention it was totally ignored. Instead, a school
clause was enacted in which a system of public schools was
established "under the absolute control of the state, and free
from sectarian or church control; and no other or different
schools shall ever receive any aid or support from public
funds." One observer wrote Prince that he could name a hundred people who would stick to the Church on the school question: Yet all the native delegates supported the school clause.
There are several apparent reasons for the strong school
clause. Undoubtedly there was strong pressure from the
"anglo" population, imbued as it was with the tradition of
separation of Church and State. An article appearing in the
New York Tribune a month or so after the convention revealed another reason. The delegates to the constitutional
convention were writing a constitution as much for the eyes
and approval of the rest of the nation as for the people of
their territory. They were very conscious of the many
charges by outsiders that the new state government would
be unduly influenced by the priesthood.
Opposition to the new constitution in the territory was
largely caused by the school provision, but there were other
kinds of opposition. Antonio Joseph, on the floor of Congress,
attacked the apportionment of delegates to the convention as
an act of "outrageous partisanship." He pointed out that of
32,000 voters in New Mexico only 7,000 participated in the
election of convention delegates. Joseph's stand could only be
explained in terms of politics. Economically he had a great
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deal to gain by immediate statehood, as his landholdings and
Ring affiliation would testify.
Democratic sniping soon had its effect. One proponent of
the constitution, former Governor Axtell, later asserted that
while in Washington he had been told in so many words to
submit the constitution to the people for ratification, after
which the territory would be admitted if the people gave their
approval. Consequently, on August 18, 1890, a meeting of
convention delegates was held and October 7; rather than the
regular election day in November, was set for a vote on the
constitution by the people.
Lively controversy preceded the October 7 vote. Supporters of the constitution were accused by having made an instrument which would further their own "land grabbing"
inclinations by allowing the land grant holder to almost completely escape taxation. The Socorro Industrial Advertiser
warned of future Ring control and charged that because of
unscrupulous manipulation assessments on large land grants
would be kept down to one-tenth of their value, and taxes
would be kept small by a constitutional limit of one percent
on taxable property.
But the most explosive issues by far were the apportionment and public school provisions. Despite the fact that convention delegates at the August 18 meeting had amended the
education article to make only a vague and general reference
abOut raising adequate school taxes, opposition was still
lively. An alarmed Catron in discussing the school issue
wrote Senator William Stewart of Nevada that "many of the
priests of the Catholic Church have been delivering sermons
against it [the constitution]." Democrats were accused of
using this issue to turn the Spanish-speaking people-of the
territory against the proposed instrument.
The result was a convincing defeat for the Constitution
of 1889. The vote was 16,180 against and only 7,493 in favor.
Governor Prince, fearful of adverse reaction in Washington,
forcefully denied that this vote was any indication of a "dis-
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inclination on the part of the people to assume the condition
of statehood."
Defeat of the Constitution embittered Republicans and
undoubtedly weakened the statehood movement. The admission of Idaho and Wyoming the following year, however,
brought Prince back into the fray. "We have a greater population than Wyoming and Idaho combined and in wealth and
natural resources surpass either of these states."
During the next few years, Delegate Joseph was more active than anyone else as he introduced a number of statehood
bills. Among the factors responsible for the ultimate failure
of these bills was the fact that many easterners, including
President Cleveland, blamed the Panic of 1893 on the drain
of gold reserves caused by "cheap" silver. New Mexico's silver sentiments did not endear her with this faction. Joseph's
alleged obstinancy may have weakened statehood chances,
too. In 1893 during House debate on H.R. 353 Joseph was
pressed to incorporate into the bill the phrase: ". . . in all
of which public schools the English language shall be taught."
Joseph objected vigorously because this suggestion had been
made 7 or 8 years ago and since that time the educational system had been expanded so that English was taught in each of
the 619 public schools in the territory.
The failure of Joseph's last statehood bill was not only a
setback for the statehood movement but it probably cost
Joseph his re-election as well. Having served the territory as
delegate for ten years, he based his campaign almost exclusively upon the statehood issue. His Republican opponent,
Catron, campaigned for the restoration of protective tariffs
on wool and mining products, and won handily in the 1894
electi,On.
Catron's one term as territorial delegate was not a particularly satisfying or successful one, despite his many connections in the Senate and his unceasing, energetic work for
statehood. The silver question was now sweeping the country,
and most New Mexicans did not find Catron's moderate views
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on this issue pleasing. A conservative, high tariff Republican,
Catron was inclined to oppose the free and unlimited coinage
of silver, while New Mexico was definitely a "free silver"
territory. Despite the fact that he did everything in his power
to make statehood and tariff the chief issues in the territorial
election of 1896, free silver could not be totally erased from
the minds of New Mexicans. Th~ Democrats nominated Harvey B. Fergusson, an unequivocal advocate of free silver, who
eventually received the support of the territorial Populist
Party. Catron's reputation suffered too as he was vigorously
attacked by opponents for his Ring connections. Criticism
even reached Congress, where letters from New Mexicans accused Catron and Elkins, now a senator from West Virginia,
of land grabbing. Consequently, it was no shock when Fergusson triumphed in the territorial delegate race.
Fergusson's serious handicap as delegate was that he
went to Washington as a Democrat during a Republican
year. Nonetheless, he was loyal to the cause, introducing two
unsuccessful statehood bills during his term in Congress. He
did secure the passage of two significant laws. The first was
a measure which permanently located the capitol of the territory at Santa Fe. The second was the famous land law of 1898
which paved the way for New Mexico's admission into the
Union.
The land measure, called the Fergusson Act, gave the Territory of New Mexico immediately, before admission, sections 2, 16, 32, and 36 of every township for educational purposes. In addition, 100,000 acres of land were granted for
educational and other public purposes. Ordinarily such
grants were conferred only upon admission, but the operations ot'the recently created Court of Private Land Claims
had opened up for public entry thousands of acres of land on
Spanish and Mexican grants which would be taken quickly if
the school system were not provided for immediately. After
submission to·the Committee on Public Lands the Act was
reported favorably, but altered to grant only 2 land sections
from each township.
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During Fergusson's term as delegate, a new governor was
chosen in the territory. Miguel Otero's unexpected appointment by President McKinley ushered in a new era in New
Mexico politics. Catron, the old Republican boss, now faced a
real challenge. Although he had strongly supported Pedro
Perea of Bernalillo rather than Otero, Catron at first accepted
the President's decision with little complaint. But soon the
independent "Little Governor," as Otero was called, began to
aggravate Catron, and Republicans in the territory were
forced to take sides in the bitter feud that followed. Most of
the young political leaders-Colts as they were called-threw
in their lot with Otero.
The feud had special significance for the statehood campaign. The election of Catron's close friend, Perea, over Fergusson in 1898, placed the new delegate right in the middle
of the crossfire. Otero, recognizing him as a Catron man, opposed and later dismissed his term in Congress as a donothing one. Perea in turn accused the governor of working
against him. The result was that little was accomplished at
this time in the struggle for statehood.
Perea was succeeded by Bernard S. Rodey, whose persistent, driving personality lent strength to any cause he
undertook. In alliance with Otero the two men silenced almost
completely all opposition to statehood which had existed in
the territory since the failure of the Constitution of 1889. It
became unpatriotic, to say the least, to be anything but enthusiastically for New Mexico statehood. "Every man who
doesn't want statehood is our enemy," warned Rodey. He was
backed by the New Mexican which again took leadership in
the statehood movement. Of two thousand bills introduced in
the house the first day of the new session Rodey's statehood
measure was number two. This dynamic approach continued
throughout his term as delegate.
Other developments seemed to favor New Mexico's cause.
Roosevelt's succession to the presidency after McKinley's
death was regarded as significant. Otero had earned the new
president's gratitude by extending complete cooperation in
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raising Roosevelt's beloved Rough Rider regiments in New
Mexico. During the first Rough Rider reunion at Las Vegas
in June, 1899, Roosevelt, who was then governor of New
York, promised his full support if New Mexico wanted to become a state.
Economic developments at the start of the twentieth century were also important. The depressed conditions which
had produced such movements as Free Silver and Populism
had also caused great suffering in New Mexico. The important industries-railroads, mining, and cattle-were at a low
ebb as the result of a series of depressions during the eighties
and nineties. By 1900 a gradual revival of these industries
had begun; The population, which had been declining, started
to rise again. Optimism soon replaced gloom. The change was
generally regarded as a good omen for statehood.
New Mexicans once again actively pushed their cause. A
statehood convention in 1901 passed a series of resolutions
at the governor's request. But far more important was the
introduction of H.R. 12543, an omnibus statehood bill bearing the name of William S. Knox of Massachusetts, chairman
of the House Committee on the Territories. Rodey took credit
for having convinced the delegates of Arizona and Oklahoma
that their only chance for statehood within the near future
lay in combining their resources with New Mexico and making the fight together.
The House began consideration of the Knox Bill on May 7,
1902. "Praise the Lord from whom all blessings flow" telegraphed an enthusiastic Rodey. Only two days of debate were
consumed before the House passed the measure. With the
prestige of Knox's committee chairmanship behind it, influential Republicans as well as Democrats backed the bid. Knox
pointed to the affirmative stand on statehood in both party
platforms and emphasized the bipartisan aspect of the movement. But perhaps the most interesting development during
debate was the proposal by Jesse Overstreet of Indiana to
admit Arizona and New Mexico as one state to be called
Montezuma. It was argued that this would bring the two ter-
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ritorles into the Union on such a basis as would make their
representation in Congress bear some fair relation to their
population.
When the bill reached the Senate, the figure of Senator
Albert J. Beveridge cast an ominous shadow. The Indianan
had been appointed chairman of the Senate Committee on
Territories in December, 1901, following a colorful career in
the upper house which began in 1889. His enthusiastic advocacy of American imperialism had brought him into close
communion with President Roosevelt and other expansionists. His oratorical ability had given him national reputation.
The Senator also had positive ideas on statemaking. The creation of a new state was to him of paramount concern because
once admitted the act could· not by constitutional arrangement be rescinded.
Although he was deluged by letters from citizens in the
territories asking that favorable action be taken on the omnibus measure, Beveridge was very hesitant because of the unusual concern for New Mexico shown by certain corporate
interests. He was especially curious as to why one of his committee members, Matthew S. Quay, was so deeply interested.
Quay was a shrewd and unscrupulous politician who dominated politics in Pennsylvania as if the state were his personal bailiwick. During Cleveland's second administration
he had admittedly speculated in sugar stocks while manipulating the sugar schedule of the Wilson-Gorman tariff. Consequently, when Quay tried to discharge the Committee on
Territories from further consideration of the Knox Bill on
June 23, Beveridge balked.
Despite Quay's insistence that the bill be considered by
the Senate immediately, he was finally forced to withdraw
his demand when it was agreed unanimously that the bill
should be taken up on December 10 and made the regular
order of unfinished business until disposed of by the upper
chamber.
Beveridge determined to precede any further debate of
the Knox Bill with a thorough on-the-spot investigation of
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the territories. With the clever Quay as an adversary he believed extensive documentation would be necessary. Despite
assertions to the contrary his investigation was not to be an
impartial one. Beveridge had close friends in the journalistic
fraternity and through them he hoped to influence public
opinion. For instance, he wanted Dr. Albert Shaw, editor of
the Review of Reviews, to contact university professors who
by their experiences could testify as to "the soil, its aridity,
the impossibility of further population till irrigation shall
have done its work[,] and the character of the present population" of the southwest territories.
The investigation began when Beveridge's committee of
three, accompanied by a staff of stenographers and interpreters, held its first hearing in East Las Vegas, New Mexico,
on Wednesday, November 12. As the group continued on to
Albuquerque, Las Cruces, and Santa Fe, most New Mexicans
presented a fairly united front in favor of statehood, although one volunteer witness, Martinez Amador, claimed native New Mexicans were not ready for statehood yet "because
most of the people here is [sic] ignorant."
Arizona and Oklahoma were also visited on the "flying
trip." More than a third of the witnesses questioned in Arizona were census enumerators who were asked about nationalities in the territory and the need for interpreters. The
aridity of the soil and provisions for irrigation were also a
source of interest to the committee. In Oklahoma the major
line of questioning pertained to the willingness of the Oklahoma and Indian Territories to unite and seek admission as
a single state.
.
Beveridge continued to be suspicious of Quay, attributing
the Pennsylvanian's interest in New Mexico to a desire to
help an old friend and lieutenant, William H. Andrews, secure a seat in the U. S. Senate and sell bonds for a new railroad being built in New Mexico. Andrews, having been
retired from office by the voters of his Pennsylvania county,
had moved to New Mexico to pursue an interest in gold mining. Later he became involved in railroading and the result
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was the Santa Fe Central Railway, of which "Bull" Andrews
was made president. Capital for the railroad was supplied
by a group of Pennsylvania investors headed by W. H. Torrance, and a Sierra county cattleman, Willard S. Hopewell.
The road, which was completed in December, 1903, stretched
116 miles from Torrance to Santa Fe. According to the Chicago Tribune the road was part of a syndicate which wanted
to see statehood for both territories because if it came the
railway would be assisted by the two new states "to the
amount of $15,000,000." The bonds of the railroad would also
be sold "for several points higher."
When Congress convened in December, 1902, Beveridge
was ready with the majority report of the committee which
recommended that Oklahoma and the Indian Territory be admitted as one state, but that statehood for New Mexica and
Arizona be withheld indefinitely. His major objection to the
latter territories was that they lacked sufficient population to
become states. Other criticisms were that a majority of people in New Mexico were Spanish, and a large percentage
could speak only their native tongue. Illiteracy was high, and
the arid conditions of the southwest imposed serious limitations on agriculture.
Quay and the Democratic minority submitted separate reports which did not allow Beveridge's conclusions to go unchallenged. Territorial papers joined in an attack on the Senator's methods of investigation. The Optic criticized the
closed-door procedure used by Beveridge and likened his refusal to receive voluntary statements to the course of a paid
lawyer trying to secure evidence to justify an argument.
Quay, confident that he had enough support, called for a
vote on the Knox Bill the day after the Beveridge Report was
given. But Beveridge was able to hold off the vote until after
Christmas vacation. When the holiday recess. was over he
began a three months filibuster described by the New York
Evening Post as the "longest continuous hold-up in the history of the country." Beveridge cleverly used his supporters
in relays to keep the filibuster going continually. His backers
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constituted the power block in the Senate and included such
men as Nelson Aldrich, Henry Cabot Lodge, Mark Hanna,
and Knute Nelson.
Quay did not stand alone in his fight to admit the territories, but was ably supported by such Republicans as Senator Joseph B. Foraker of Ohio and Senator Elkins. Foraker
had a brother, a former New Mexico stockman who was now
United States Marshal for the territory, and this may have
been one of his reasons for supporting the omnibus measure.
He contended, however, that he was just being true to the
Republican platform of 1900 which pledged the admission
of the remaining territories. The Democratic minority was
almost unanimously in favor of statehood. Conspicuous
among this group was Henry M. Teller of Colorado, the "Defender of the West."
On March 4, 1903, Congress adjourned without taking
action on the Knox Bill, despite the fact that Quay had made
a total of twenty-seven motions to secure action on the matter. Beveridge had successfully used every parliamentary device possible to keep the issue from coming to a vote. He had
even hidden secretly in Gifford Pinchot's home for a week
knowing that no vote could be taken unless he, as chairman
of the Committee on Territories, was present.
During the lengthy proceedings, joint statehood for the
two southwestern territories was again considered, but rejected, as a compromise measure. Yet the strength for this
movement did not subside. There were strong motives behind
the effort. The East had long been jealous of the growing political power of the West. Admission of New Mexico, Arizona,
Oklahoma, and Indian Territory separately would mean eight
new western senators. In addition, western tendencies to accept radical ideas such as Free Silver and Populism made this
area suspect. Easterners saw no reason to give the West any
more power than necessary, and consolidation of territories
would limit new representation.
Joint statehood as a solution was definitely not the result
of any desire on the part of residents of Arizona and New

STATEHOOD FOR NEW MEXICO

183

Mexico. Each territory had pressed for statehood but always
single statehood. There was no animosity between the two
areas, but rather a lack of mutual interests. New Mexico in
her business and trade relations faced east, while Arizona
faced west.
One of the first important territorial figures in New Mexico to be converted to jointure was her congressional delegate,
Bernard Rodey. Rodey had reached the conclusion that separate statehood was impossible, and that joint statehood was
better than remaining a territory. "I am going to agree to
jointure, if terms are favorable and we can get it."
Rodey's support was timely, for two months later on April
1, 1904, Edward L. Hamilton, chairman of the House Committee on Territories, introduced a bill providing for the admission of Oklahoma and Indian Territory as one state, and
Arizona and New Mexico as another. The latter two were to
come into the Union under the name Arizona with the capital
at Santa Fe. The bill, a Republican measure, passed the House
on April 19, and was sent to the Senate the following day. But
when Congress adjourned a week later no action had yet been
taken.
Territorial politicians largely remained opposed to jointure, although many of them like Catron might have gained
financially by the acquisition of statehood. Catron estimated
that the value of his immense land holdings would double six
months after admission. Yet he and Otero agreed for once in
their belief that New Mexico must have single statehood.
Otero broke with Rodey saying jointure was neither acceptable nor desirable.
The following year jointure was again considered in the
Senate, and this time the audacious Foraker offered an
amendment requiring a separate referendum on the matter
in each territory. Thus, jointure could not become law without the consent of both New Mexico and Arizona. This was
to have a significant bearing on the future of jointure.
Meanwhile New Mexico politics were far from peaceful.
The split between Otero and Rodey over jointure and other
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political matters led Otero to support Andrews in the next
election. Although Andrews defeated Rodey in 1904, Otero's
political career was damaged by the chaos and bitter feuding
within the Republican party. To restore harmony President
Roosevelt requested Otero's resignation in terms that could
not be refused and the governor acceded.
New Mexico's fortunes were to be affected adversely by
Andrews' election as delegate. Before he had completed a year
in office, Andrews was blamed for a $300,000 shortage found
in the Enterprise National Bank of Allegheny, Pennsylvania.
In a suicide note left by the bank cashier it was claimed that
funds were advanced to Andrews to finance the Santa Fe Central Railway. The revelation brought about an investigation
and a suit for $52,000 against Andrews for money the delegate allegedly received. The Pittsburgh Post had no doubt
about his guilt and felt that the incident would "materially
affect the whole action of congress on the question of making
new states."
An even more serious threat to jointure than Andrews'
character was the bitter and vocal opposition of Arizonans
to jointure. Beveridge, now an enthusiastic advocate of jointure, was especially angered by Arizona Governor J. H. Kibbey's opposition. "Does it not . . . appear to you that it
would be well for the governors of these territories to keep
their hands off this question which is a policy affecting the
nation?" he wrote Roosevelt. Arizonans were even able to
convince a group of touring congressmen led by Representative James A. Tawney of Minnesota that jointure was not for
Arizona.
Despite these efforts to obstruct joint-statehood, the
jointure campaign opened with real force during the 59th
Congress. On December 5, 1905, President Roosevelt recommended jointure in his presidential message to Congress.
Although this action was attributed to the President's love
of the West, he later wrote a friend: "The only reason I want
them in as one state now is that I fear the alternative is having them as two states three or four years hence."
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Senator Foraker urged that his amendment calling for
a separate referendum in each territory be adopted. Beveridge, fearing the power of special interests in Arizona,
violently opposed the Foraker amendment declaring that it
would give 10,000 people in Arizona an opportunity to control
the destinies of 300,000 to 400,000 people in both territories.
He reasoned that there were only 21,000 voters in Arizona,
and because it was impossible to get all registered ones to
the polls, 10,000 could determine the outcome of jointure.
There were 10,000 men employed by the powerful Copper
Queen Mining Company alone.
The Indiana Senator firmly believed that Arizona's opposition to jointure was inspired by "nothing in the world except a desire to escape taxation." To a certain extent this was
the case in both New Mexico and Arizona. A very light tax
burden was carried by railroad companies in the two territories. Mining companies were under assessed. Arizona cattle
barons, realizing that the public domain which they had long
used would be affected with statehood, already had sent an
anti-jointure memorial to Congress. Lumber barons in New
Mexico opposed statehood because their large land holdings,
such as those in Valencia and McKinley counties, were assessed at less than one-tenth their true value.
There were, however, reasons for opposing jointure that
could not be categorized as strictly selfish. New Mexico's
population in 1900 was 195,310, certainly sufficient to warrant separate statehood. The contrast between New Mexico's
predominantly Spanish-speaking population and Arizona's
"anglo" majority would create an incompatible combination.
Proponents of jointure felt that together the territories
would balance each other by supplying a variety of minerals,
farm produce, and land. The tax burden although greater
would be shared by more people, and the number of state officials would be only half as many as in single statehood, thus
the people would pay fewer salaries.
Senate action on joint statehood during the 59th Congress
led to a deadlock between the House and the Senate. The Sen-
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ate surprisingly chose to eliminate all mention of New Mexico and Arizona in the bill; the House held to the original
proposition. A conference of House and Senate leaders in
June, 1906, resulted in the Carter Compromise. Whereas the
Foraker proposal allowed the people of Arizona and New
Mexico to vote as separate territories at a special election
solely on the question of consolidation, the compromise
amendment suggested that each territory should not only
vote on the jointure question but should at the same time
choose candidates for a constitutional convention and elect
officers for the proposed state. It was hoped that candidates
for state offices would influence voters to support joint statehood.
Expediency was the key word in describing the attitude
of New Mexico Republican leaders. Prior to the enactment
of the Carter Compromise, newspapers. such as the New
Mexican and the Optic were hostile to jointure. But four days
after the Carter Compromise Max Frost, editor of the New
Mexican, declared that his paper was now strongly in favor
of jointure. This was significant because on March 9, 1906,
two very prominent Republicans, Holm O. Bursum and Solomon Luna, had purchased 18,750 shares of capital stock in
the New Mexico Printing Company which published the New
Mexican. Perhaps the strategy of Republican leaders was
best expressed by Major W. H. H. Llewellyn, Republican and
Rough Rider friend of Roosevelt, during the debate over the
Hamilton bill. If the Foraker amendment is adopted, he advised, Arizona will vote the jointure proposal down and then
New Mexico can make her demand for separate status. Thus
the full burden of opposing the administration-sponsored
jointure measure would be borne by Arizona, while New
Mexico would support the measure and be admitted later on
the basis of her loyalty to the national administration..
Once the party had committed itself to jointure its problem was to win the backing of party workers and a majority
of voting citizens in the territory. Bursum, as chairman of
the Republican Central Committee, carried on correspond-
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ence with New Mexico leaders and prominent citizens urging
their support. Frost, through the New Mexican, hoped to convince the average citizen by blanketing the territory with
pro-union literature.
Bursum's efforts were hampered because of a bitter feud
between him and the new territorial governor, Herbert J.
Hagerman. Bursum believed that Hagerman was opposed to
the re-election of Andrews, and equated this resistance with
opposition to the jointure movement. This was unfair for as
the Albuquerque Morning Journal reported, the governor
used every spare moment to campaign for statehood.
Jointure men were at a great disadvantage in Arizona
where the two major parties were united in opposition to
joint statehood. At both party conventions, held September
6,1906, in Bisbee, jointure men found their efforts thwarted.
Pro-jointure delegations were refused recognition, while contesting delegations pledged against joint statehood were
seated.
When voting day finally arrived, on November 6, 1906,
Arizona surprised no one by· killing the jointure proposal
with a convincing vote of 16,265 to 3,141. New Mexicans,
however, responding to pressure from Republican leaders
approved the proposed union by a vote of 26,195 to 14,735.
Only northern counties like Santa Fe, Taos, Rio Arriba, Sierra and Union recorded majorities against it, probably reflecting the opposition of Catron and Otero. But consolidation
efforts were not a complete failure as Oklahoma and the Indian Territory accepted jointure. This resulted in Oklahoma's
admission into the Union on November 16, 1907.
New Mexicans were not particularly disappointed as
they had rather expected a negative vote in Arizona. New
Mexico's acceptance of jointure could only be interpreted as
a victory for Bursum and the territorial Republican organization. But in the delegate race there was cause for concern,
as Andrews squeaked by his Democratic opponent, Octavhino
A. Larrazola, by the narrow vote of 22,915 to 22,649.
There were charges of irregular procedure and actual dis-
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honesty, but efforts for a new referendum were soon dropped.
Even Senator Beveridge seemed willing to concede that jointure as a movement was dead. The question remaining then
was whether the two ill-fated territories would soon have
another opportunity for admission.
Notwithstanding relief on the part of many that the
jointure attempt had failed, pessimism characterized the
thinking of most New Mexicans. The Albuquerque Morning
Journal quoted an unnamed senator who declared that no
other conditions for statehood would be considered except
jointure. Moreover Beveridge still remained adamant in his
attitude toward New Mexico and Arizona, believing that
their populations would never fully entitle them to four
senators.
Especially detrimental to future statehood prospects were
the New Mexico land fraud cases of 1907 which culminated in
the much publicized Hagerman Affair. As a reform governor,
Hagerman was appointed with the idea that as an outsider
he would not be aligned with any of the factions that had
been formed as a result of Otero's feuds with Hubbel, Rodey,
and Catron. Roosevelt had given Hagerman a free hand to
deal with leaders of the territorial "machine." But when Hagerman removed Bursum from his job as superintendent of
the state penitentiary for "inefficient and irregular" administration, he was severely criticized by many including Max
Frost of the New Mexican. From that time on, the governor's
reform movement was greatly weakened, as his political enemies included such potent figures as Delegate Andrews,
Major Llewellyn, and Wallace Raynolds, secretary of the territory. Democrats, needless to say, did all they could to widen
the breach.
Enemies of the new chief executive received their opportunity for revenge when Hagerman delivered land deeds to
the Pennsylvania Development Company. The Fergusson Act
contained a section which restricted the sale of public lands
to one quarter section per individual, corporation, or association. In 1901, "Bull" Andrews, on behalf of himself and his
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associates, wished to buy some ten thousand acres of timberland in Valencia County at three dollars per acre. After his
offer was refused by the Board of Public Lands, it was suggested that he arrange to have various individuals file applications for the land, each person asking for not more than
one quarter section. This was done by Andrew's friend, W. S.
Hopewell, who represented the Pennsylvania Development
Company, a corporation made up of Pennsylvania politicians
and capitalists. Much land was acquired in this fashion by
employees of the Pennsylvania Development Company, the
Santa Fe Central Railway, or the New Mexico Fuel and Iron
Company, corporations apparently under the control of the
same men. Deeds for the property were recorded in the Territorial Land Office but not delivered to the applicants. In August of 1906, Hopewell asked Hagerman to give him the
deeds, which he did, accepting for them a check totaling about
$11,000.
Although Andrews was a principal figure in this affair,
he was among the opponents of Hagerman who used this
episode to discredit the governor. Had Hagerman not consummated a transaction which was clearly fraudulent? Was
his action not in violation of the Fergusson Act? On March 4,
1907, the territorial legislature passed a resolution charging
Hagerman with misconduct in the Pennsylvania Development Company matter. This report eventually reached the
President and put Hagerman in a very bad light. Meanwhile
Andrews was doing everything he could in Washington to
make it appear that unless the Governor were removed he
would ruin the Republican party in New Mexico. Hagerman
was called to Washington to explain his position and, on
April 13, 1907, the day after his arrival, was asked by the
President to submit his resignation.
Hagerman had to accede to the President's request, but
he conducted a stout defense of his position in a series of long
letters which passed between him and the President. He
maintained that his reason for turning over the deeds to
Hopewell was to secure compensation for valuable timber
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already cut. But the assistant attorney general, Alvord W.
Cooley, advised the President that this was unnecessary. The
territory had "ample power under the .statutes to proceed
either civilly or criminally" to recover the value of the timber
cut. Actually there is evidence of political expediency in Hagerman's removal. The President had remarked to a friend,
"Hargerman is a good fellow, but has made an impossible
Governor." Hagerman's father wrote Elihu Root on April
27, 1907, saying that Major Llewellyn had "stated to several
reputable men that he knew . . . six weeks before that the
President would remove Hagerman. . . ." Moreover, George
Curry, Hagerman's successor, admitted later that the governorship was tendered to him as early as February, 1907.
Unquestionably Hagerman was a political liability, but
Roosevelt was highly sensitive to hints that he had been unfair or discriminating. He dispatched two attorneys from the
Department of Justice, Ormsby McHarg and Peyton Gordon,
to investigate the situation. The two men .proved extremely
energetic, bringing suit against a number of corporations allegedly involved in the illegal purchase of lands and timber
from the territory. Newspapers in the territory were soon
attacking the two investigators as friends of the "late, fake
reform ex-governor."
When McHarg almost vindicated Hagerman by ordering
distribution of the money received from the Pennsylvania
Development Company, Roosevelt took decisive action. Curry
was furious and threatened to resign. Consequently the two
agents were instructed by the President to complete their
investigation the following month and turn all unfinished
business over to Captain David H. Leahy, appointed to succeed Major Llewellyn as United States District Attorney.
Moreover, nineteen indictments, which had been brought in
connection with alleged fraudulent coal land entries uncovered in the investigation, were eventually dropped. Both men
were quite unhappy, with McHarg becoming a rather outspoken critic of the President.
Curry's friendship with Roosevelt, dating back to their
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Rough Rider days, prompted the Albuquerque Citizen to interpret his appointment as presidential willingness to at last
support single statehood. But Roosevelt told Curry that "before you can get statehood you must clean house in New Mexico. . . ." Despite the President's admonition, New Mexicans
had reason to be pleased the following year when the National
Republican Convention included for the first time an unequivocal statehood pledge in the party platform. On December
8, 1908, Roosevelt recommended separate statehood, saying:
"This should be done at the present session of Congress." In
response to his call a bill for separate admission of New Mexico and Arizona passed the House unanimously on February
15 and was sent to the Senate.
In the upper house, Beveridge made use once again of .
every detrimental piece of evidence available in a last stand
against New Mexico and Arizona. The land fraud scandal
was sprung during hearings of his committee, and derogatory
statements made by McHarg and Hagerman were submitted
with effectiveness. The 60th Congress and Roosevelt's term
both ended with no statehood for New Mexico.
Taft, anxious to please his predecessor, had no idea of deserting the statehood cause although New Mexicans were
rather fearful before his inauguration. It soothed their worries when Representative Hamilton, still chairman of the
House territorial committee, introduced on January 14,1910,
H.R. 18166, a bill to enable the people of New Mexico and Arizona to form separate governments and be admitted into the
Union. New Mexico was permitted two representatives to the
lower house and was to receive two sections of nonmineral
land in each township in addition to the two previously
granted for common schools under the Fergusson Act.· Approximately 3,000,000 acres of nonmineral land for the payment of valid debts would be granted the new state.
Although the Outlook, a magazine supporting Beveridge,
brought up the old, time-worn argument that New Mexico's
insufficient population did not entitle her to statehood, Beveridge himself was tiring of the long campaign. The party
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platform, the stand of the Taft administration, and the vote
on jointure all made further opposition seem quite futile.
Beveridge accepted the inevitable, but determined to push a
statehood measure free of "jokers" hurting the people's interests. Thus the Hamilton bill, having already passed the
House, was reported favorably by his committee, but altered
by an amendment which left nothing of the original bill except the enacting clause.
The generous land provisions were cut drastically and the
process of constitution-making was placed under the close
supervision of the federal government. For the first time a
new state was required to return its ratified constitution to
both the President and Congress for final approval. Rigid
safeguards on the disposal of public land were inserted in the
amended bill, no doubt reflecting suspicion caused by the land
fraud scandal.
The Senate version of the bill represented the eastern
viewpoint to a greater degree than had the original House
measure. Whereas the House bill permitted the teaching of
languages other than English, the Senate version provided
that schools should be conducted in English only. State legislators as well as state officers were required to read, write and
understand the English language well enough not to need interpreters. A more stringent polygamy restriction was incorporated because of fear of Mormonism, particularly in
Arizona Territory.
New Mexicans naturally disliked the Senate version, but
saw no alternative but to support it. Bursum wrote Beveridge: "I have told our friends down here that New Mexico
will obtain statehood by the grace and good offices of Senator Beveridge."
After waiting for an administration-backed conservation
bill to be passed, the Senate on June 16 finally voted on the
Beveridge amendments to the statehood bill. The vote closely
followed party lines, Democrats preferring the original measure, but the amended version was accepted. Now the views
of the two houses had to be reconciled. The President had
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been reported to favor the House version and Representative
Hamilton felt confident of support when he called upon the
President a day later to discuss the matter. But to Hamilton's
amazement and chagrin he was told that the Senate measure
was preferred and that the House should accede.
Therefore, on June 18,1910, the lower house unanimously
accepted the Senate version. The long document was taken
to the President on June 20 where in the presence of Senator
Beveridge, the territorial delegates, and other prominent
figures, Taft affixed his signature to the enabling act. "Rejoice together in the new day that is borned unto us," trumpeted the territorial Melrose Enterprise in response.
In complying with her enabling act, New Mexico's first
duty was to hold a constitutional convention. An attempt for
a nonpartisan convention failed because the Republicans, as
the dominant party, refused to enter into any such agreement
with the Democratic central committee. The lack of cooperation between the two major parties only aggravated the fundamental problems faced by citizens of the Southwest. New
Mexico and Arizona, as the last continental territories to be
admitted to the Union, were soon to become a battleground
for the great issues of the Progressive Movement, particularly direct legislation in the form of initiative, referendum,
and recall. While Harvey Fergusson, a Democrat swept by
the mood of the times, led the fight for progressive reform in
New Mexico, the Republican party apparently preferred to
remain noncommittal on many of the key political and social
issues. According to the party platfor~ of Dona Ana County,
the questions of "initiative and referendum, statewide prohibition or local option" were to be left to the vote of the people,
not written into the constitution.
Republicans had dominated New Mexico since the turn
of the century, and it was no surprise when more than twothirds of the delegates present for the convention opening
on October 3 were Republicans. A number of familiar faces
were in evidence at the Santa Fe meeting: the aging Catron;
Solomon Luna, chief representative of the native element;
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and Fergusson, leader of the so-called "irreconcilables" who
demanded a "thoroughly progressive constitution." Other
prominent leaders included Bursum, Fall, Charles A. Spiess,
Charles Springer, and Jose Sena.
Thirty-two lawyers comprising the largest occupational
group, reflected the leading role played by tough frontier
lawyers. Because law and land had long been associated in
New Mexico, one delegate was prompted to remark that the
land grant clique was the most powerful special interest
group at the convention. There also was a sizeable delegation
of Spanish-speaking people. This group had an understandable concern for the welfare of traditional native customs
and culture.
Republicans were assured control of the convention on the
third day when a 26-member Committee on Committees was
formed with Solomon Luna as chairman. This group established 27 lesser committees assigned to draft the various sections· of the constitution. Each committee had a Republican
chairman and majority to ensure the enactment of favorable
provisions.
Although the Republican majority looked with askance
at the comparatively new and untried instruments of direct
legislation, they dared not give too negative a response to the
most popular issues of the day. Consequently the convention
drafted a watered down referendum measure and difficult
amending provision. Constitutional safeguards also were inserted to guarantee the rights of Spanish-speaking people.
Woman's suffrage and prohibition, the other two key issues,
failed because of Republican reluctance.
Control of corporate institutions and legislative apportionment were hotly contested issues. The progressives
wanted monopoly regulation and restrictions on Big Business. But Holm Bursum, chairman of the Corporation Committee, was opposed to any measure which might discourage
corporations from coming into the new state. The result was
the establishment of a weak corporation commission, limited
in power to function.
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The controversy over legislative apportionment took its
traditional American form. A "Gerrymandering" operation
was so effectively employed by the Republican majority that
although the Democrats in the first state election elected the
governor and one of their candidates to Congress, the Republicans achieved a two-thirds majority in both the senate and
house of the state legislature.
January 21,1911, was set by New Mexico's governor, William J. Mills, as the date of ratification for the constitution.
The Democrats drew up a list of objections to the conservative constitution at Santa Fe on December 19, 1910, but did
not bind party members to vote against it. It thus remained
for individuals to carryon the fight against ratification. Harvey Fergusson was foremost in the battle, continually challenging the lack of one sincerely progressive measure. He
described the amendment article as 'difficult and improbable"
and the referendum measure as "mere make believe."
But the constitution had many defenders. Newspapers
commended the convention for having drafted a worthy document, and the threat that statehood would be delayed if the
constitution were not approved was effectively employed. As
expected, it was ratified by a vote of 31,742 to 13,309.
New Mexicans considered their conservative constitution
a likely candidate for approval despite the Democratic victory in the congressional election of 1910. At the time the
constitution was completed, a "lame duck" Republican Congress was still in session, and a President known to be conservative was in the White House. But New Mexico had not
reckoned with the effect of Arizona's newly framed and very
liberal constitution. It contained measures for initiative, referendum, and recall, and a child labor provision. Most controversial, however, was a provision for the recall of judges.
Many prominent politicians felt that these radical ideas could
only lead to a breakdown of American government, but Arizonans did have one important figure on their side; Theodore
Roosevelt gave the new document his wholehearted support.
Despite the raging controversy over Arizona's constitu-
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tion, President Taft did approve New Mexico's effort, and the
constitution was sent to Congress for approval on March 1.
A reluctant Beveridge was forced to let the document leave
his committee and be reported on the floor of the Senate. At
this point, Senator Robert Owen, a Democrat from Oklahoma,
objected to passing the resolution until it included approval
of the controversial Arizona constitution. A lengthy filibuster
by Owen finally moved the worried President to tell Owen
that an extraordinary session of Congress would be called
immediately after the close of the 61st Congress. Owens·
ended his filibuster but New Mexico had to wait until the
extra session. A disappointed and embittered Fall saw partisan politics in Owens' action. "Naturally, the Democrats
want Arizona admitted along with New Mexico, as the latter
will probably send two Republican senators and the former
two Democrats."
At the extra session of Congress a series of hearings were
held on the merits of New Mexico's constitution, which forced
the territory to air its dirty linen in public. Opponents such
as Fergusson· and J. D. Hand, Democrats; and Hagerman
and Richard Hanna, insurgent Republicans, were on hand
to criticize the new document. Former Senator Henry W.
Blair of New Hampshire was there to repeat a charge made
earlier by prohibition groups that the ratification election
was crooked. Eventually the House agreed on the Flood Resolution, a provision that New Mexico should vote on an easier
amending procedure at the first state election, while Arizona
would vote on eliminating the recall of judges, the outcome
of each vote to have no bearing on admission.
In the upper house Senator Nelson offered an amendment
which would have made it mandatory that Arizona give up
her recall of judges provision before admission. Despite real
concern for a free and independent judiciary as expressed by
such influential men as Elihu Root and William Borah, the
Nelson resolution was defeated and the Flood resolution
accepted.
Taft could not in accord with his conscience have accepted
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the Flood Resolution which would have allowed Arizona to
retain her provision for recall of judges. Referring to the
recall in his veto message he declared: "This provision of the
Arizona constitution, in its application to county and state
judges, seems so pernicious in its effect, so destructive of independence in the judiciary, . . . that I must disapprove a
constitution containing it." .The reaction was explosive. New
Mexicans, because their statehood hopes were dashed too by
the veto, were bitter. An "act of wanton, without reason,
without justification and without precedent" screamed the
Roosevelt County Herald.
There was talk in Congress of overriding the presidential
veto, but cooler heads prevailed. Senator William Alden
Smith, new chairman of the Senate territorial committee,
presented a resolution which would amend the Flood measure
by requiring that the recall clause be eliminated from the Arizona constitution before admission-such action to be voted
upon by the people of the territory. New Mexico would still
vote on an easier amending clause, but be admitted regardless
of the outcome of the vote. This compromise resolution was
approved by the Senate the following day 53 to 9. The House
adopted the resolution unanimously. At 3 :08 p.m., August
21,1911, President Taft signed the resolution admitting New
Mexico and Arizona into the Union. New Mexicans were
overjoyed as evidenced by the statehood meetings held
throughout the territory.
November 7, 1911, was the date set in New Mexico for
election of governor, two representatives to Congress, members of the first state legislature, and a host of county and
state officers. New Mexicans would also vote on a simpler
amending procedure whereby any change could be proposed
by a simple majority in each legislative house, and be ratified
by a majority at the "next election after adjournment," or
in a special election. Amendment ballots would be separate
and "printed on paper of the blue tint, so that they might be
readily distinguishable from the white ballots provided for
the election of county and state officers. . . ." Because of the
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color specification this amendment became known as the
"Blue Ballot" amendment.
Writing William Jennings Bryan, Fergusson was deeply
concerned over the approaching election. "As a willing tool
of corruptionists long in control here, the governor called the
election for November 7, the shortest time possible. They
know their machine is all ready with abundance of moneythat we are without money or effective organization." The
letter concluded with an urgent plea for money.
Fergusson's belief that money could do the trick was not
without substantial basis. Republicans were sharply divided
and events of the next few months were to show how severe
the split was. Bursum's selection as gubernatorial candidate
met with bitter opposition, and the choice of Curry as candidate for one of the two House seats did not satisfy all the
delegates. While Elfego Baca, the other choice, endorsed the
stand taken by the convention against the Blue Ballot amendment, Curry told convention members that condemnation of
the Blue Ballot was a mistake.
It was announced October 2 at the Democratic meeting
in Santa Fe that a group of "Independent Republicans"
headed by former Governor Hagerman and Hanna would
join the Democrats in- forming a fusion ticket. They were
given two spots on the ticket while top jobs went to leading
Democrats. William C. McDonald was nominated for Governor and Fergusson and Paz Valverde were selected as candidates for the national House of Representatives.
The combination of "Independent Republicans" and Democrats was strong enough to defeat Bursum and also elect
Fergusson to the House. Curry was elected because he refused to campaign against the Blue Ballot amendment which
was carried by a vote of 34,897 to 22,831. The apportionment
provision of the constitution saved the day for Republicans
who won handily in the legislative races.
The election of New Mexico's first two senators had been
delegated to the newly-elected legislature scheduled to convene in the spring. These two posts were regarded as rightful
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prizes by some of the territory's most vigorous statehood
proponents. Andrews, Catron, Fall, and Governor Mills were
considered top contenders. By all odds Andrews should have
secured one of these seats. As delegate to Congress when the
enabling act was achieved he had increased his popularity
with the people. He had the support of powerful eastern
financial interests as well as influetnial men in Congress.
Senator Boise Penrose, heir to Quay as political boss of Pennsylvania, had assured Taft in the presence of Andrews that
he would support the Delegate's political aspirations.
In September, 1911, apparently sensing a lack of support
for his candidacy among Republican leaders of the territory,
Andrews came out for a direct primary in electing senators.
But his aspirations were doomed to failure. Although Mills
was not an active candidate, Fall and Catron were, and two
shrewder, more formidable opponents could not be found.
The actual account of how Catron and Fall won the two
senate seats is a confused one. One report states that Andrews nobly withdrew his candidacy during a secret meeting
attended by Luna, Bursum, Catron, and others. This version
fails to account for Andrews' bitterness following the selection of Catron and Fall. He, along with Governor McDonald
and the Albuquerque Journal Democrat, questioned the legality of Fall's election. Apparently 17 members of the House
joined the Senate in electing Fall the night before the joint
assembly ratified the action. This procedure caused an uproar
but Fall in stubbornness continued in public life destined for
a career which in all respects was sensational.
According to another report submitted by the Burn's Detective Agency, four Spanish-speaking legislators, all supporters of Andrews, were lured into the old Palace Hotel in
Santa Fe by Elfego Baca, where they were arrested for allegedly trying to sell their votes. The four were forced to
resign their offices and jailed. A request by the sergeant-atarms that they be released was ignored for 18 hours, although
the four were later exonerated of charges preferred against.
them and declared entitled to their seats. The conclusion of
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this report was that the whole incident was a frame-up initiated by Baca, Spiess, Sena, Springer, Llewellyn, and Bursum to advance the candidacy of Fall, who would be assured
of victory if the four were removed.
Statehood had, however, been safely achieved before
Catron and Fall were elected senators. Arizona had complied
with the wishes of the President by eliminating the recall
provision, at least until she had been admitted as a state. On
January 5, while crowds gathered in Santa Fe to hear the
eagerly awaited news that Taft was signing the proclamation
of statehood, the last delay occurred. The Department of Justice wanted the signing of the statehood proclamation delayed until it could dismiss some of the actions taken in the
old timber cases. Taft was very displeased at this and his
irritation caused the Justice Department to dismiss the cases
immediately.
On.January 6,1912, a delegation including Andrews and
the two congressmen-elect from New Mexico witnessed the
signing which occurred at 1 :35 p.m. Taft then turned and
smilingly said: "Well, it's allover. I'm glad to give you life.
I hope you will be healthy." Arizona, so long associated with
New Mexico in the fight, was proclaimed a state on February
14, 1912. Consequently almost sixty-four years after the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo the sister territories
of the Southwest were brought into the Union.

SHEEP HUSBANDRY IN NEW MEXICO, 1902-1903

.Edited by William J. Parish *
Introduction
The American Shepherd's Bulletin, from which this series
of articles is reprinted, was near the end of a lineage of magazines devoted to the sheep and wool industry in the United
States. The first of the group (although there was an antecedent) was the Quarterly Bulletin of the National Wool
Growers' Association of the United States! of which Volume
1, No; 1, was published July, 1896. Central offices were in
Washington, D.C. and branch offices in Boston, Philadelphia,
Chicago, and New York City. S.N.D. North, Secretary of the
National Wool Manufacturer's Association, was the editor.
He had been the editor of the Bulletin of the National Wool
Manufacturer's Association since November, 1864. With Volume 3, No.3, of March 1898, the new magazine became the
Monthly Bulletin of the National Wool Growers' Association
of the United States with headquarters in Boston and branch
offices in Philadelphia, Chicago, New York City, Atlanta and
San Francisco. It had a Legislative and Association office in
Washington, D.C. Frank P. Bennett became the editor and
remained the editor of the series of publications that followed.
Franklin Pierce Bennett (who signed his name and referred to himself as Frank P. Bennett) learned the typesetting trade as a very young man and, as a journeyman, traveled
extensively through the Middle West and out to the range
states where he became well acquainted with people in those
areas who were sheep raisers. He became editor of several
newspapers and eventually turned this experience, together
with his interest in the sheep industry, toward the founding, in 1887, of the American Wool Reporter. This publication soon became the American Wool & Cotton Reporter and,
subsequently, America's Textile Reporter, a current publica• Dean of the College of Business Administration, University of New Mexico.
1. The titles of this lineage of publications were obtained from the mastheads of a
bound set loaned by the library of the Department of Agriculture, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Washington D.C.
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tion. A few years after the founding of the American Wool
Reporter, Bennett also started the United States Investor, a
periodical still being published. 2
Frank P. Bennett, grandson of Franklin Pierce Bennett,
wrote: "Because of my grandfather's interest in sheep husbandry, plus his acquaintanceship with the late Senator Warren, the late Senator Reed Smoot and the second elder Smith
of the Mormon Church, he got himself into the sheep raising
business. He started the Associated Wool Growers' Company
with elder Jesse Smith and in 1896, commenc~d the publication of the American Shepherd's Bulletin with offices in Boston, Chicago and Salt Lake City."s
The Shepherd's Bulletin of the National Wool Growers'
Association of the United States was the new name (Vol. 3,
No. 12, Dec. 1898) for the series of sheep and wool magazines
which stemmed from the Bulletin of the National Wool Manufacturer's Association published as early as 1864. With Volume 6, No.1, January 1901, the title was changed again to
The National Shepherd's Bulletin of the National Wool Growers' Association. Since November 1899, the publishing offices
had been Atlanta and Boston. A Salt Lake City office had been
added. With the April, 1901, issue the name of the National
Wool Growers' Association disappears from the masthead,
although the Legislative and Association offices in Washington, D.C. remains. With Volume 6, No.9, September 1901, the
title was changed to The American Shepherd's Bulletin. By
September, 1902, the Legislative and Association office in
Washington, D.C. was not being mentioned. From Volume 12,
No.7, July, 1907 until May 1908, the magazine was entitled
The National Livestock Bulletin.
The only near complete set of these volumes generally
available is to be found in the library of the Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D.C., although a partial set may be
found at the University of Massachusetts library, Amherst,
Massachusetts.
2. Letter to Wm. J. Parish from Frank P. Bennett, Boston, Jan. 22. 1958.
3. Ibid.

"The Young Observer" In New Mexico·
Sheep Raising and Ranch Life in the TerritoryAlbuquerque, Las Vegas and Wagon Mound.
SPRINGER, N. M., Jan. 10, 1902. After reaching the town
of Albuquerque, which is surrounded on two sides by high
mountains, and located in the fertile valley of the upper Rio
Grande river, I went immediately to call on the management
of the scouring mill of that town. They are a pleasant set of
whole-souled fellows to talk to, and always seem to be willing
to give all the information you wish on the country and the
conditions that govern sheep raising and wool producing.
Mr. Jas. Wilkinson, 1 the manager, kindly took me all
through the mill, and showed me the different processes, from
sorting, which is done by Mexican women, to where the
scoured wool is put into sacks, and trucked into the cars that
are waiting on the side track. They run one scouring machine
NIGHT AND DAY, most of the year, and this year they rolled
up a grand total of 3,683,533 pounds of wool scoured. The
mill was started in 1879 [1897] by the present manager, Mr.
Wilkinson. 2 He ran it for two years alone, and then took in
• (From Our Traveling Staff Correspondent) The American Shepherd's BuUetin. vol.
7, no. 2, February, 1902.
At this writing "The Young Observer" has not been identified. By his own admission
he was not the same person as "The Old Observer" (Mar. 1902 article, p. 8 manuscript)
whose articles on the sheep industry in various states and territories appeared contemporaneously. Unless he was being facetious in one remark, he must have been a very heavy
man (ibid. p.' 12 manuscript). HThe Young Observer" was neither as expressive, as observing, or as accurate as "The Old Observer." Some of the inaccuracies of "The Young
Observer" must be ascribed to either a difficult handwriting or a careless editing of his
manuscripts after they had been malled to the publishing office.
1. Louis A. McCrae, who came to Albuquerque from Nova Scotia, March 29, 1891,
remembers Wilkinson "as a jovial fellow" (Interviewed by Wm. J. Parish, July 20, 1955,
Albuquerque). See R. E. Twitchell, The Leading Facts of New Me",ican History, Vol. 8,
The Torch Press, Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 1917, P. 62 for biographical sketch.
2. Wilkinson began his proprietorship in 1897. He does not appear in the Albuquerque
City Directory of 1896 though he does in 1897 (City of Albuquerque Directories, Hughes &
McCreight, Press of the Daily Citizen, Albuquerque, UNM Library, p. 78). The business
was incorporated in 1900 with John H. Bearrup as President, V. P. Edie as Secretary.
Treasurer, and James Wilkinson, Vice-President and General·Manager. The minutes state:
''Whereas, Bearrup, Edie & WlIkinson have heretofore carried on a copartnership business
under the name and style of the Albuquerque Wool Scouring Mills ..• each partner will
now receive 83.1/8 shares each in corporation . . . fully paid and non-assessable." Rather
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two partners, Mr.J. H. Bearup [Bearrup]3 and Mr. V. P.
Edie,4 both of Albuquerque. The capacity is 12,000 pounds in
10 hours. They hire 35 women and 14 men.
They make a market for all of the tallow in the country
around, as they make their own soap for scouring purposes.
THE BUSINESS OF THIS MILL is steadily increasing on account
of the practical and honest methods of doing business, which
prevail there. The wool that is scoured is a grade wool, short
in staple, and quitea few fall clips are still marketed, but the
majority shear only once a year.
, I have heard of one man who will shear three times in
two years as an experiment.
In and around Albuquerque there are still many native
sheep that have never been graded with Merinos. Some clips
that I have seen have
A MIXTURE OF LINCOLN BLOOD, but where they are graded
they are generally with Merinos. There is also a firm in Albuquerque (Chadwick & Hamm) 5 which does a large business in
supplying eastern feeders with Iambs for feeding purposes.
The members of the firm are hustling young men. There is a
free, openheartedness about the people of New Mexico which
an eastern man cannot help but liking. They take every man
to be a gentleman: until he has proven himself otherwise. You
go to a man's ranch and stay as long as you want to, ride his
horses, and
large dividends were paid in January of 1903 and 1904. Wilkinson bought Bearrup's interest
on December 17, 1904 and Edie's interest on January 10, 1911 (AlbuqueTque Wool ScouTing
MiU Minute Book, UNM Library). The business became less profitable as the years went hy.
In 1916, Wilkinson left the business and W. ,E. Rogers became manager. In 1922; the last
year of the co~pany's existence, Rogers was listed as "Agent" (Albuquerque City Diree-..
tories, op cit, 1917, p. 326; 1922, P. 433).
3. In 1904, Bearrup founded the Rio Grande Woolen Mills Company of Albuquerque, a
cooperative, which manufactured blankets, dress goods, mens fabrics and clothing (American ShepheTlk BuUetin, Vol. 11, No.4, April, 1906, p. 334, UNM microfilm). The Company
disappears from the 1909 listing of the Albuquerque City Directory although Bearrup was
listed in that year as a resident. Bearrup was a candidate for Lt. Governor of New Mexico
on the Socialist ticket in 1916. He received 2,069 votes out of 66,747 cast (see Twitchell,
op cit, Vol. 5, p. 422).
4. V. P. Edie was formerly a partner in Hamm (Fred W.) & Edie, wool dealers in
Albuquerque (Albuquerque City Directory, op cit, 1896, p. 112).
5. Charles Chadwick and Fred W. Hamm, 'Sheep Commission Brokers. Successors to
Hamm & Edie (Albuquerque City Directory, op. cit., 1901, p. 68. See note 4 above).
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MAKE YOURSELF AT HOME, generally, and the way in
which they go at business here is enough to take the breath
away from a tenderfoot.
. The streets of Albuquerque are crowded with Americans,
Spaniards, Negroes, Chinese and Indians. 6 The most picturesque-of this hustling throng is the Indian with his brightcolored blanket, his squaw following with her papoose. The
Indians usually have in their hands some bows and arrows,
pieces· of pottery or other articles which they make to sell
to the people from the East, and in that way pick up many
striy [sic] nickels and dimes. Many of
THE RANCH OWNERS live in the towns, and have their
ranches anywhere from 10 to 100 miles out. They have trusty
foremen whom they leave in charge of their ranches while
they enjoy the pleasures and privileges of town life, and educate their childrren.
The skies of New Mexico are nearly always blue, the air
is bracing, and the people loyal to their territory. There are
quite a number of ranch men in and around Albuquerque
whom I did not get a chance to see, and as I visited them later
on, I will describe their ranches.
THE ILFEL [ILFELD] BROTHERS7 do a thriving business in
wool and pelts, besides being among the largest sheep owners
in the territory.
.
I made a pleasant calfon Mr. Garcia,s who also does a good
6_ The Twelfth Census of the United States, 1900, records a total of 8 Chinese in the
entire Territory (Vol. II, p_ xxiv). The popuiation of Bernalillo County, embracing Albuquerque, was 28,630 of which 332 was stated to have been of negro extraction and 4,758
to have been Indians (Vol. I, p. 549).
7. Noa and Louis Ilfeld. Noa·came to New Mexico from Germany about the first of
December 1871 and, if plans materialized,·came with the teams of A. Letcher and Company
from Kit Carson, Colorado to Las Vegas where his elder brother Charles was a partner in
that firm. Louis came in 1873 (Wm.. J. Parish, The Charles Ilfeld Company: A Study of
the Rise and Decline of Mercantile Capitalism in New Mexico, Harvard University Press,
1961, p. 362, fn.52). Each joined a still older brother, Herman, in Santa Fe in a firm known
as Ilfeld and Company (ibid., pp. 362.363, fn. 58). Herman died in New York City, May 15,
1884 (Family Prayer Book, Office of Louis C. Ilfeld, Las Vegas, N.M.). Subsequently, the
younger brothers, Noa and Louis, moved to Albuquerque where they founded a branch in
Old Town (Parish op cit, pp. 362·363, fn. 58). By 1885 they had closed the Santa Fe store
and restyled the firm, Ilfeld Brothers (Charles Ilfeld CoUection, UNM Library, Ledger H,
p.252).
8. Probably Elias G. Garcia, sheep dealer who had a partnership with a Ben Johnson
(Albuquerque City Directories, op cit, 1897, p. 42 and 1901, Pp. 87 and 103).
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business in wool and pelts, and runs quite an extensive band
of sheep.
Leaving the town of Albuquerque by way of the Santa Fe,
r stopped over at Laury [Lamy], where is located the great
Onderdonk [Onderdonck]9 Live Stock Company and goat
ranch. This company has
THE BEST APPOINTED RANCH that I have yet visited, up to
Jan. 10. They raise the common goats, and for the past two
years have been working out of them and getting into Angoras. The ranch buildings are located about one mile east of
Laury [Lamy] in a small creek valley. The house is adobe,
and square, having an open court in the centre. The true old
Spanish type of house. For the benefit of those who have never
seen
AN ADOBE HOUSE, I will say that it is constructed of sundried brick, built into a very thick wall, usually about two feet
thick. It is then plastered inside and out. The roof is nearly
flat, and usually composed of mud branches and poles. Some
are made better. It is claimed by those who live in these houses
that they are warmer in winter, and colder in the summer,
than any other kind of a house. The one on the Onderdonk
ranch is one of the best that I have ever seen. Their barns, corrals, breeding pens and stables are models of completeness
and handiness. To the west of the house is a large, long, two
story building, which is the store and storehouse. In this
house I found almost everything, from goat pelts to groceries
and supplies for the herders.
THE FOREMAN on the ranch is an educated Spaniard, and
quite an entertaining talker, and ready to explain things
about the ranch. 10 The breeding season was on, and I found
9. Charles S. Onderdonck (Charles Ilfeld Collection. op cit. Copy Book 63. May 8. 1899.
p.343).
10. Several years previous to this. one of Onderdoncks principal employees or associates
had been Montgomery Bell. a negro. who became a confident of Charles Ilfeld. the prosperous
and large merchant in Las Vegas. Bell evidently had acquired a substantial competence
as early as 1884. although it is generally thought that he added to it in the ranching business.
Shortly after 1898 or 1899. Bell bought the William Frank home in Old Las Vegas. (Parish
interview: Karl Wertz. Las Vegas. retired employee of Charles Ilfeld. Sept. 4. 1962). He
had been a lender of funds. usually in small amounts. since 1884 or sooner and in 1889
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them using five different bucks with their Angoras, breeding
each where it would do the most good. Their watering system
is a good one. They have windmills to pump the water up into
large tanks, and from there it is distributed to the troughs
placed conveniently around. The goats are driven into corralls
[sic] each night during the winter season to get them into
better quarters and to keep them away from the coyotes and
mountain lions. They run about 650 Angoras and 3,000 or
4,000 common goats.
I must not conclude this little story without saying something about THE CH,IEF SECRETARY, whose name at this writing
has escaped my memory, but it is sufficient to say that he is
a business man, and understands what ought to be done on
the ranch, and does it. At the time of my visit the children
were out from town, having a vacation on the ranch, and right
here I wish to say that they kept things from getting dull
in the least. The ranch has a few carloads of common goats for
sale, and will have quite a number of yearling Angoras to sell
next spring.
LAS VEGAS. The next stop was Las Vegas, where I called on
the scouring mill run by Gross, Blackwell & CoP I found
that they had scoured about 3,000,000 pounds this last year,
and were still at it. I had a very pleasant call on the foreman,
who showed me all over the plant, and last, but not least,
some very fine samples of scoured wools. They make a pracappears to have had outstanding a balance of at least $2,000 due from Noa Ilfeld (Charles
Ilfeld Collection, op cit, COpy Book 11, July 10, 1884, p. 142; Copy Book 17, June 27, 1889,
p. 71; COpy Book 49, Sept. 1,1898, p. 419). A letter from A. T. Rogers, Jr., of Las Vegas,
Sept. 22, 1952 to Parish states in part: "I knew Montgomery Bell very well. 1 knew him in
the early 90s when he was in the cattle and sheep business. I do not know the exact date of
his death. His house on Hot Springs Boulevard used to be quite a show place. He was used
generally as go between or agent in livestock transactions. He was a man of great probity
and everyone here had the utmost confidence in his honesty and integrity•••. My recollection was that he was manager of the stables [at the Montezuma Hotel, Hot Springs, in the
early days]. During the operation of that hotel, they had quite extensive stables with horses
to accommodate the guests and it is my distinct recollection that he, either alone at times
and later associated with Ben Bruhn, had charge of that department of entertainment.•..
Montgomery Bell was not dark colored. He was undoubtedly a mulatto and his hair was not
kinky. He undoubtedly had a great influx of Anglo blood. There were no children born to
Bell and his wife:'
11. Formerly Otero and Sellar & Company and subsequently Gross, Kelly & Company.
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tice of taking a pound sample out of each lot of wool that they
scour, and have it handy in the office for further reference.
There are
FOUR OR FIVE SCOURING MILLS 12 in this place, and at
present there is being erected a new plant,13 and a fine new
steam dryer is being installed. This dryer is supposed to be
the finest in the territory and to have the greatest capacity.
There is a thing about this town that is rather misleading.
There are two towns, Las Vegas, the old town, and East Las
Vegas, the new town. If you have your mail directed to Las
Vegas, as I did, and many others, you will land in the town
and go to the post-office and inquire for your mail for three or
four days, and worry why it does not come, and at last, as
you are about ready to leave in despair the clerk may ask
you if you have been over to. post-office in the old town. At
this hint, you proceed in hot haste to the post-office, and there
find your bundle of mail that has been patiently waiting you
all of the week.
There is one thing that impressed me very favorably, and
that was the
EXTREME POLITENESS of the Spanish people. They will go
out of their way any day to do a stranger a favor, and seem
to enjoy doing it.
The largest general merchandise store in Las Vegas is
that owned and controlled by Chas. Ilfeld & Sons,14 They informed me that it was twice as large as any other store of
its kind in New Mexico territory. After a stay of about a
.
week in Las Vegas, I next stopped at
WAGON MOUND, so named on account of a peculiarlyshaped mountain lying to the east of the town. Thisiittle
12. Ludeman Wool Company, John Robbins Wool Scouring Mill, James Robbins Wool
Washing Mill, ArnotWool Company (Gross, Blackwell & Co.) and the Ross and Browne
Wool Scouring Company (Frst Annual Directory of Las Vegas, N.M; for 1895-1896, J.A.
Curruth, Printer, 1895, and ·City and Business Directory of Las Vegas, 1900, Directory
Publishing Company, Las Vegas, Highlands University Library, Las Vegas, N.M. The
Shepherd's Bulletin Of the National Wool Growers' Association of the United States, Vol. 6,
No. 12, December, 1901, microfilm, UNM library).
.
13. Ross and Browne Wool Scouring Company was incorporated in December, 1901.
ibid.
14. The correct name Was Charles Ilfeld, Proprietor (Wm. J. Parish, op cit).
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mountain is nearly 7,000 feet above the sea level, and can only
be ascended by one narrow and dangerous trail. The reason
it is called Wagon Mound is because the top is shaped like the
top of a prairie schooner. While there I called on the Vorenberg Mercantile CO.,15 who, according to some accounts, are
doing about $360,000 worth of business a year. They handle
a large number of carloads of wool besides doing a good big
business in general merchandise. The postmaster, Mr. J. R.
Aquilar,16 has
A FINE FLOCK of about 9;000, and is one of the most careful
handlers of sheep in this locality. He has leased and owns
about 3,500 acres of land, besides his government range. Last
year he raised 83 per cent of a crop of lambs. He puts from
2,000 to 2,500 sheep in each camp with two herders. The sheep
are driven to water every day in summer, and every other
day in winter. These sheep average him four pounds of wool
to the head, and the wool shrinks about 40 per cent in scouring which leaves 2.4 pounds of scoured wool to each sheep
which at the current price brings a little over a dollar a head.
You can easily figure up
THE GROSS INCOME of a sheep ranch man, but when you
come to getting at the expense and the net gain, you have a
more complex problem on your hands. They generally hire
their Spanish herders for $15 or $16 per month, and board
them, which would bring the cost up to $25 a piece. Most of
them have two herders for every 2,000 sheep.
EXPENSES. Then for herders for a year we might count
$600; for shearing and marketing, $175; for rams at $10,
$150; for general hand, $20, $240; for wear and tear on
wagons, horses, etc., $100; total expense, $1,265.
INCOME. For wool, $2,000; for wether Iambs to sell,
$1,400; total income, $3,400; total expenses, $1,265; net gain
or income, $2,135, under the most favorable circumstances.
15. Simon Vorenberg. He had purchased the Wagonmound firms of A. M. Adler and
G. W. Bond & Bro. Company (See Twitchell, op cit, Vol. 3, P. 430), G. W. Bond & Bro. was
purchased Aug. 3, 1903 (Frank Grubbs, "Frank Bond: Gentleman Sheepherder of Northern
New Mexico, 1883-1915," New Mexico Historical Review, 36 :149).
16. Biographical reference in Twitchell, op cit, Vol. 3, p. 432.
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Take it one year with another: $1,000 to $1,500 would be a
fair estimate. If any reading ranch men wishes to send his
figures for the past year, I would gladly stand corrected or
enlightened. There are quite a number of items that have
been left out, such as maintenance of family, interest on the
investment, etc. I would like to hear from any ranchmen on
this question.
OTHER SHEEP MEN. The other sheep men whom I met in the
towns are as follows: Vincente Mares, who owns 2,000 sheep;
Placido Garcia who owns 2,000 sheep; E. Martinus [Martinez?], 3,000 sheep; J. D. Medina, 2,500 sheep; Mrs. McKeller, 400; Amedor Martinez, 3,000; Eugenio Idulph, [Rudulph] 17, 2,000 sheep; Daniel Gallegos, 2,000; Lusiano Lobez
[Lopez?], 3,000; L. A. Rawlins, 2,000; Herbert D. Romero,
on the point of buying 2,000; Cleopes Romero, sheriff of San
Miguel county runs 4,000 or over. The First National Bank,
of Las Vegas, doa general banking business all over that part
of the territory; J. D. McGrath has 2,000; Esperidion Garcia,
2,500; Alexandro Arellano, 2,000 or over.
These gentlemen were all met in the towns, and were very
much interested in our work.
THE JARITAS RANCH OWNED BY FLOERSHEIM & ABBOTT. 18

Nearly the first man I met in Springer was Mr. Abbott, who
is part owner and boss at the ranch. The ranch is beautifully
situated on a mesa or high tableland in the northeastern part
of New Mexico. The ranch buildings are situated about 16
miles from Springer, which is their nearest post-office. Mr.
Abbott nearly always drives the 16 miles in two hours, and
has frequently made it in one hour and 55 minutes. As one
approaches the Jaritas ranch, the view is very pretty. The
house is adobe with walls nearly two feet thick, which keep
them warm in winter and cool in summer.
17. A prominent family in the 1870's by this name lived at Rincon del Tecolote, northwest of Las Vegas. One branch spelled its name Rudolph (See W. A. Keleher, Violence in
Lincoln County, 1869.1881, University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque, 1957, pp.
349.351) .
18. These gentlemen were described in detail by the "Old Observer" (American Shepherd's Bulletin, VoL 11, No.9, Sept. 1906, PP. 823-825, microfilm, UNM library).
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THE HOUSE has green shutters, a red roof and a porch in
front, 96 feet long. One hundred yards from the house is a
pretty little artificial lake,19 from which in winter they get
ice, and in summer use for irrigation. All the water used at
the ranch comes from a sanitary still, so that all of the deadly
alkali is taken out. The first question a person involuntarily
asks is,
WHERE ARE THE SHEEP? Although there are some 25,000
or 30,000 sheep and lambs on the ranch, we had to drive some
10 or 12 miles to see 5,000 of them. They are well graded up
with Merinos, and shear from five to six pounds of wool to
the head. In the last four years they have raised 64,700 lambs.
The proprietors of the ranch own and control over 50 miles
of water; that is, they own the land on both sides of 50 miles
of streams or lakes. They keep about 50 men the year around,
and in lambing have 180 busily at work.
THEIR HELP is all Spanish except the book-keeper, Mr.
Divine,20 who is an American. The shearing house is 132 feet
long by 30 feet wide. Nine feet of this width, the whole length,
is used for packing the wool, seven feet is a raised platform
to shear on, and the other 14 feet is for pens for the sheep.
Each pen is 12 feet in width, and holds 50 to 60 sheep. There
are generally three or four shearers in each pen, one being the
boss. They count the shorn sheep as they go out, and the
shearers' tally must correspond with that of the owner or
there is a mistake some where.
THE DIPPING PLANT, which is hard by, consists of four
19. This artificial lake still exists.
20. This individual might well have been a member of the family of Matthew Devine.
HM. Devine" was operating a store near Fort Bascom in 1878 and keeping an eye on Borne
cattle owned by Charles Ilfeld. In 1881, "M. Devine" was a partner with Charles Ilfeld in the
cattle business in the Red River country. This joint venture was closed out in 1882 (Charles
Ilfeld Collection. op cit, Copy Book 4, Nov. 23, 1878, P. 184; Copy Book 6, May 31, 1881,
P. 245 and Jan. 6, 1882, p. 602). On February I, 1883, lands situated at "Arroya Sellado
[Arroyo Salado or Salado Draw] in Range 23, East Township 4 North, San Miguel County,
were deeded by Matthew Devine and wife, Susan, to partnership, Fuller, Devine and Company," Actually the land in question was in Sections 1 through 4 which would seem to be on
the Pecos River north of the presently marked Salado Creek. On May 2, 1891, Susan E.
Devine, guardian of Matthew's two children, sold the Devine interest. Mrs. Devine and the
children were then residents of Mora County. Legal Papers in office of Louis C. Ilfeld, Las
Vegas, N.M.

21. "Maianos" is the Spanish word for "a pile of rocks."
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lying close around the tent, and there they stay till morning
unless their slumbers are disturbed by a storm or the barking
of a coyote.
The amount of provisions required to run the Abbott &
Floersheim ranch is surprising to an easterner. Their commissary adjoins the house, and here the book-keeper, Mr.
Divine, [Devine?] deals out the provisions to the herders,
who come in the first of each month for supplies. During the
year they consume 3,000 pounds of coffee, 6,000 pounds of
bacon, 25,000 pounds of flour, 500 gallons of molasses, 5,000
pounds of Spanish beans, 1,000 pounds rice, 3,000 pounds of
prunes and 1,000 pounds of hominy; 600 sheep are killed for
mutton. These are the
STAPLE ARTICLES OF DIET for the year. Potatoes are allowed
only in the month of May when 50 100-pound sacks are dealt
out to the men. In the commissary are kept clothing, shoes,
tobacco and notions, which are sold to the herders, and
charged against their monthly pay.
THE SPANISH KITCHEN adjoins the commissary, and is
presided over by a very efficient Spanish cook, who for eight
years was employed by a wealthy Spanish family as cook and
housekeeper. His kitchen is immaculate, and you can look in
any day and find everything in order and shining..
After taking a few views of the ranch buildings and one
flock of rams, having spent a day and a half at Jaritas ranch,
I bade my kind hostess, her little daughter, and Mr. Divine,
"adios," and in two hours Mr. Abbot had landed me again in
the little town of Springer.
(Continued)

JOHN BAPTIST SALPOINTE, 1825-1894
By SISTER EDWARD MARY ZERWEKH, C.S.J.

(Concluded)
On his return from a trip East, it was reported to Archbishop Salpointe that some men were making use of his name
before the Penitentes as endorsing their political views.
These men told the groups that the Archbishop had approved
or was about to approve all their rules. To contradict these
statements and to clarify the situation Archbishop Salpointe,
on February 7, 1892, issued a circular which was read in all
the Churches the following Sunday.
In this circular the Archbishop pointed out that the rules
being exhibited by certain men were not the ones that he had
formulated, nor had he been present at the General Council
of the Counties of San Miguel, Mora and Taos on June 7,
1890, when these rules had been formulated. Furthermore,
the Archbishop added that he did not intend to approve of
the Council's rules. 25 The Archbishop continued to state his
views as follows:
. . . the oath 26 that is asked of the Penitentes is immoral and
unjust for it deprives man from obeying God according to the
dictates of his conscience, and subjects him to the will of men.
And for what reason do they require this oath? In order that
the members obligate themselves to protect each other against
imaginary enemies and above all against the Church which
does not want to admit and approve the disorderly, indecorous
and indecent practices of the Fraternity. And the oath of the
youth of fourteen years of age, will it be a moral oath? It is
so declared by the supreme chiefs of the Fraternity. . . . Not
25. Letter of the Most Reverend Don Juan Bautista Salpointe [sic] to the Clergy and
Faithful of Our Archdiocese, (Original in Spanish), February 1, 1892, (A.A.S.F.).
26. Archbishop Salpointe likens the Fraternity to Masonry because of the following
oath: "Under their oath and honesty to defend persistently and unitedly, the honor, privileges, and immunities of the members of the Fraternity, against any person or persons,
who due to their conduct may show themselves enemies of the Fraternity, or any of its
members . . . to protect themselves mutually and unitedly in all and for all, and to all
that which might be just and beneficial •.• and to this each one is compromised from
now to the future and forever, according to the principle of the ancient rules of the
Fraternity," Cf. Circular Letter to the Clergy and Faithful, op. cit.
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withstanding all this, they consider themselves humble and
submissive sons of the Church and want to defend themselves
against whom (singular or plural) may be opposed to any of
their practices.
With what has been said we have sufficient to confirm the
idea which we have had for more than thirty years, that those
who take so much interest in making themselves the protectors
of the Penitentes, are doing so more for political reasons than
any other thing. For them the religion which they introduced
is only a pretention, what they are looking for is the vote of
the members of the Fraternity, for political ends. 27

In concluding his circular Archbishop Salpointe again
states that all who resist his directives and orders are rebels
to their mother the Church, and until such time as they submit, they will be deprived of the Sacraments. 28
Entered in Archbishop Salpointe's Diary Account under
November 4, 1889, is the following sentence.
I left Santa Fe for a journey to Europe mainly to see the
Holy Father about the residence of the Jesuit Fathers in the
town of Las Vegas after the removal of their College from said
, town to Denver.211

The Archbishop's decision to go to Rome was the culmination of a controversy which had existed between the Jesuits
and the diocesan clergy of New Mexico. Four longstanding
reasons are given for the strained relationships existing between the two. First, after the Jesuits became known to the
laity of New Mexico, through preaching and missions, their
ministrations in many instances were preferred to those of
the pastor and they also received donations from the people.
Second, occasionally a Jesuit would perform a marriage, bap~
tism or funeral service in a parish at the request of a parishioner, but not always with the permission of the pastor.
27. Circular Letter to the Clergy and Faithful, op. cit.
28. This and other circulars, and the uncompromising position of the Archbishops of
New Mexico have succeeded in greatly diminishing the influence and number of the Penitentes although they still persist to the present day. Cf. Chavez, "The Penitentes." NEW
MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW. XXIX (1954). 97-123; Erna Fergusson, New Mexico. A
Pageant of Three Peoples. (New York: Knopf. 1951), pp. 79-108; "Flagellation, Inc....
Time 48 (April 22. 1946).48.
29. Diary Account, op. cit.
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Third, the jealousy evoked at various times when Bishop
Lamy asked the Jesuit Fathers to administer various parishes. Fourth, the difference in the nationality and temperament of the two groups, the diocesan clergy being largely
French, while the Jesuits were mostly Italian.so
The proximate occasion of the controversy involved the
Jesuits after they had founded a College at Las Vegas, New
Mexico. The local pastor, Reverend Joseph Marie Coudert,
complained of certain practices of the Jesuits and declared
that these infringed upon his pastoral rights. One of these
practices which assumed much importance was the First
Communion Exercises held annually in the Chapel of the
Jesuit College.
The accusations against the Jesuits at Las Vegas were
summed up as follows:
1. They assumed power they had no right to.
2. They collected money in a manner contrary to the laws
of the Church.
3. They forbid the day students from confessing to the
parish priest.
4. They admitted some to First Communion whom the
pastor later found insufficiently prepared.
The Jesuits replied that the first accusation was brought
forth without proof. As for the second, fairs were a regular
custom among Americans for raising money for the Church.
. . . The third accusation was entirely unfounded. As for the
fourth, the Fathers at the College stated that they were in a
better position to judge the fitness of the youth than was the
pastor.3 !

In April, 1886, Archbishop Salpointe asked the Superior
of the New Mexico-Colorado Mission, Father Gentile, S.J., to
prevent the faculty of Las Vegas College from holding First
Communion Exercises. Father Gentile ordered the Fathers
to allow the day scholars to receive First Holy Communion
in the parish, but the order was too late and they had already
made their First Communion in the College Chapel. In 1887,
30.. Edward R. Vollmar; S.J., History of the Jesuit CoUege. of New Me"'ico and Colorado,1867-1919, (M.A. Thesis, St. Louis University, 1939), p. 46.
31. Vollmar, op. cit., p. 49.
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the Jesuits at the College asked Archbishop Salpointe if they
could hold the same Exercise. For their reasons they stated
that at the College Chapel there were fewer distractions for
their students, the ceremony was held with less inconvenience
to the pupils and teachers, and there was no law compelling
the attendance at the parish church. They stated that Jesuit
schools were not parochial schools and that Canon Law did
not reserve for pastors the right to distribute First. Holy
Communions. The Jesuits closed their case by saying that
in all lands the Jesuits gave First Holy Communion in their
own Chapels-something which would not be allowed if it infringed upon the rights of a pastor. 32
Archbishop Salpointe refused to grant the Jesuits the permission and said in his answer to their request:
1. It was a cause of wonder that this affair should be
brought up again as it was settled last year.
2. All those erred who took from the pastors the right of
ministering First Communion.
3. The Jesuit schools were on the same level as the parochial schools, and therefore
4. It was the right and duty of the pastor to examine and
admit, or reject, youth to their First Communion,
though they may have been prepared by the Jesuits.
5. Finally he again called attention to the custom in New
Mexico.
The Archbishop then added that unless the Jesuits ceased
disturbing the affairs of the parish in Las Vegas, and obey him,
he would refer the whole matter to the Holy See.33

Since the Jesuits planned on closing Las Vegas College
in 1888, and merging it with the one at Morrison, Colorado,
they decided "to yield to the Archbishop for the time being." 34
When the news spread abroad that the Jesuits were moving
their College, the people of Las Vegas used every means to
try to prevent it, even asking Archbishop Salpointe to interfere. The Archbishop stated that the Jesuits were free to stay
or leave, and, that if they left, it was because they thought the
32. Vollmar, op. cit., pp. 48-50.
33. Ibid., pp. 50-51.
34. Loc. cit.
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College would prosper better elsewhere. The Archbishop also
asked the Jesuits to make clear that the sole reason for their
withdrawal from Las Vegas was not the strained relationship between the prelate and the Fathers. 35
The controversy again arose when the question came up
concerning the Revista Cat6lica 36 press which was operating
in Las Vegas. The Archbishop did not want any Jesuits to
stay in Las Vegas after they closed their college.
After much correspondence, and several interviews between Archbishop Salpointe and Father Marra, the Archbishop offered the Jesuits permission to keep the Revista
Cat6lica press in Las Vegas provided that they did not celebrate Mass on Feast Days at the same hour as the pastor, and
that they conduct a parochial school. There was no difficulty
about accepting the first condition, but th~second was impossible.37

The Jesuits refused the second condition and decided to
wait for an answer from Rome before taking any action.
However, the citizens of Las Vegas this time took matters
into their hands and, after three public meetings, sent a petition signed by about four thousand people to the Archbishop,
and also wrote to the Pope. Archbishop Salpointe told the
Jesuits that the day their College closed he would deprive
them of all jurisdiction in Las Vegas. So, the Jesuits were
deprived of their diocesan faculties on Commencement Day.38
This was the state of affairs that prompted Father
Stephan's remark to Miss Drexel in a letter.
. . . he [Salpointe] is very much harassed by the Jesuits who
battle against him in Rome so that he intends to resign, although he is in the full right before God and men;39

35. Vollmar, op. cit., pp. 51-53.
36. In 1873 Father Donato M. Gasparri, S.J., (1834-1884), founded the Revista
Cat6lica Press in Albuquerque, New Mexico. It was moved to Las Vegas, New Mexico, in
1874. The Press publishes Revi.ta Catolica, a Spanish weekly newspaper, and since its
establishment has published thousands of pamphlets, textbooks and a Spanish translation
of the Bible. The Press is at present located in El Paso, Texas.
37. Vollmar, op. cit., p. 53.
38. Vollmar, op. cit., p. 54.
39. J. A. Stephan, Barstow, California, to Miss Kate [Drexel], February 22, 1889,
(A.S.B.S.) •
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Archbishop Salpointe returned from Rome on March 28,
1890,40 but it was several years after the College closed before
the controversy between the Jesuits and the Archbishop was
settled. The final settlement allowed the Jesuits to continue
the publication of the Revista Cat6lica in Las Vegas. However, the parish they had in East Las Vegas was given to the
diocesan clergy. 41
To fill the need for a school caused by the removal of the
Las Vegas College, Archbishop Salpointe built a school at the
expense of the diocese. It was called La Salle Institute and
was conducted by the Christian Brothers. It opened on September 11, 1888. The cost of the building, the school furniture
and maintenance for a period of two years amounted to about
twelve thousand dollars. The main part of the building was a
two story stone structure. For two years, in addition to teaching tuition students, the Brothers used one of the classrooms
for a public school. In 1890, this was discontinued because
the county was unable to pay the rent or teacher's salary.42
With all his duties and obligations as Archbishop, Salpointe always retained his historical interest in the section
of the United States which he served, and was eager for information which would deepen his understanding of the culture of the Southwest. During 1887 and 1888, Archbishop
Salpointe asked Adolphe Bandelier 43 to prepare an elaborate
history of the Southwest which would be offered to Pope Leo
XIII on his jubilee. It was a manuscript history of fourteen
hundred pages, illustrated with four hundred water colored
sketches of the colonization and the missions of Sonora, Chihuahua, New Mexico and Arizona to the year 1700. This history is now preserved in the Vatican Library.44
Archbishop Salpointe also encouraged the temperance
movement of his era. In 1886, when two laymen of his Arch40. Diary Account, op. cit., Notation of March 28. 1890.
41. Vollmar, op. cit•• p. 57.
42. 75 [sic] Years of Service, 1859·1934, op. cit., PP. 101-102.
43. Adolphe Francis Alphonse Bandelier, born August 6, 1840, at Bern, Switzerland,
was a Southwest archaeologist and ethnologist. He died on March 18, 1914, at Seville, Spain.
44. F. W. Hodge, "Biographical Sketch and Bibliography of Adolphe Francis Alphonse
Bandelier," NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW, VII (1932),358.
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diocese, Don Guadalupe Otero and E. A. Dow, organized a
branch of the Catholic temperance movement, the Archbishop formulated the rules and regulations for the group.45
August 6, 1889, was an important day for Archbishop Salpointe because on that day he became a naturalized citizen of
his adopted country.46 It was a wise move because New Mexico at this time was striving for statehood, although it was
going to be a long struggle.
On September 7, 1889, while the Constitutional Convention of New Mexico was in session, Archbishop Salpointe
contributed a letter to the territorial press which attracted
wide attention. There was much pressure and demand being
put on the members of the Convention, both privately and
publicly, regarding political and economic measures. The
Archbishop's statement concerned the educational provisions
of the Constitution as can be discerned from the following
portion of his letter.
. . . The Catholics of the territory demand of the Constitutional Convention a fundamental school law which shall be
truly liberal, in the right sense of this word, by recognizing the
right of the parent to educate his child according to the dictates
of his conscience. We demand a system of elementary schools
which will give the citizens of the territory, of every shade
of belief, equal facility to educating their children in such a
manner they believe will conduce to bring about their
happiness. 47

In the editorial of the same issues of the newspaper it was
admitted that the Archbishop's letter was "an adept argument in favor of denominational schools, that is to say that
public school funds be divided between the different religious
denominations, or that the dominant church be permitted to
select the teacher."48
45. Santa Fe Daily New Mexican, December 28, 1886. Cf. Paul A. F. Walter, "First
Meeting of the New Mexico Education Association," NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW,
II (1927),76.
46. Naturalization Certificate of John Baptist Salpointe, (A.A.S.F.).
47. Rio Grande Republican, September 7, 1889. Cf. Marion Dargan, "New Mexico's
Fight for Statehood, 1895-1912," NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW, XV (1940), 176.
48. Dargan, op. cit., p. 177.
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The reply of the Convention to Archbishop Salpointe's appeal was given in the first section of Article IX of the Constitution, as adopted at that time, which states:
Provision shall be made by law for the establishment and
maintenance of a uniform system of public schools, which shall
be open to, and sufficient for, the education of all the children
of the state, and shall be under the absolute control of the
state, and free from sectarian or church control; and no other
or different schools shall ever receive any aid or support from
public funds. No sectarian tenet, creed or church doctrine
shall be taught in the public schools. 49

The Constitution of the state of New Mexico as drawn up
by the Convention was put to a vote of the people on October
7, 1890, and it was defeated by a vote of sixteen thousand one
hundred eighty to seven thousand four hundred ninetythree. 50 Because of the Catholic Church's objection to the proposed Constitution on religious and educational grounds, an
attempt was made to lay the blame for its failure entirely on
the Catholic Church.
The Albuquerque Daily Citizen,51 however, declared that
this was not just. As evidence it declared that 90 per cent of
the whole population of Valencia County were Catholics, although it had given "the Constitution the largest majority it
received in any portion of the territory." There can be little
doubt that the role of the Catholic in the election has been
exaggerated and that political and economic objections to the
Constitution did much to swell the adverse majority.52

The year 1891 was marked by two important events. On
June 25,1890, Archbishop Salpointe had begun the construction of a new archepiscopal residence in Santa Fe. This building which was built without contributions being solicited was
finished and blessed on February 19, 1891. Because of failing
health, Archbishop Salpointeasked that the Reverend Placid
49. The Constitution of the State of New Mexico. Adopted by the Constitutional Convention. Held at Santa Fe. New Mexico. September 9-21. 1889. and Amended August
18-20. 1890. (Santa Fe). p. 23. Cf. Marion Dargan. op. cit.• p. 177.
50. Dargan. op. cit.• p. 185.
61. Albuquerque Daily Citizen. October 13. 1890.
62. Dargan. op. cit.• p. 186.
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Louis Chapelle,53 reetor of St. Matthew's Church in Washington, D. C., be appointed his coadjutor. Archbishop Salpointe requested this because of Father P. L. Chappelle's acquaintance with the problems confronting the Indian missions, the latter having held the office of Secretary of the
Bureau of Catholic Indian Missions. Therefore, on August
21, 1891, Father Chapelle was appointed Archbishop Salpointe's coadjutor, Cum jure successionis. 54
Before coming to Santa Fe, Bishop Chapelle was consecrated by Cardinal Gibbons on November 1, 1891, in the
Cathedral of Baltimore. He arrived in Santa Fe on December
7, 1891. Bishop Chapelle began his work of assisting Archbishop Salpointe, especially by visiting the various parishes
to confer the Sacrament of Confirmation. 55
Early in 1893, Archbishop Salpointe asked Bishop Chapelle to go to Europe to recruit volunteers for the archdiocese
because there were several parishes without priests. While
the Bishop was in Europe, he had his visit with the Pope,
who on May 10, 1893, elevated him to the rank of an archbishop with the Titular See of Sebaste. 56
On April 30, 1893, Archbishop Salpointe left with Father
Stephan to visit Los Angeles, San Diego, and Tucson. 57 This
was Archbishop Salpointe's last visit as the Ordinary of
Santa Fe because on January 7, 1894, he resigned the office
he had held since August 6, 1885.

V. Retirement and Death 1894-1898
Returning in 1893 from his trip to Los Angeles and San'
Diego with Father Stephan, Archbishop Salpointe remained
53. Placid Louis Chapelle was born in France, August 28, 1842; educated in Belgium
and at St. Mary's Seminary, Baltimore, Maryland. He did pastoral work in Baltimore,
1865-1891; he was Secretary of the Bureau of Catholic Indian Missions and was active in
the founding of the Catholic University of America. From Santa Fe he was translated
to the metropolitan See of New Orleans, December 1, 1897. He was Apostolic Delegate to
Cuba and Puerto Rico from 1891 to 1905. He died on August 9. 1905, at New Orleans. Cf.
Code, CP. cit., pp. 45-46.
54. Salpointe, op. cit., p. 278.
55. Ibid., pp. 278-279.
56. Ibid., p. 279.
J. A. Stephan, Bernalillo, New Mexico, to Mother Catherine [Drexel], April 30,
1893, (A.S.B.S.).
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for some time in Tucson because of ill health. His presence
in Tucson did not go unnoticed and the following article
shows that his absence of nearly ten years had not diminished
his popularity in the Old Pueblo.
. . . The Most Reverend Archbishop J. B. Salpointe . . . is
now in Tucson for his health. This prominent figure in religious
circles, whose benevolent face is known to all and whose personality is one of the most respected in Arizona and New
Mexico, came to Arizona as a missionary in 1866. He established the first school at San Xavier, where for a time he taught
himself [sic]. Next he built another school in this city, and
afterward in the same year began the construction of the present Cathedral. Mgr. Salpointe was consecrated in 1869. In
1870 he brought to this territory the Sisters of St. Joseph who
have ever since served nobly in the cause of education, and of
relief to those who are ill. It was Bishop Salpointe, too, who
built St. Mary's Hospital which was opened in 1180 [sic] and
which has done so much to alleviate suffering humanity.
Mgr. Salpointe was appointed by Pope Leo XIII, coadjutor
and later Archbishop of Santa Fe. This necessitated his removal to New Mexico, and it is but lately that his venerable
figure is once more with us. While speaking on the subject of
this remarkable man, who has done so much for Tucson, it may
be here stated that it is owing to the high esteem in which his
merit is held in the church that the French Society of "Propagation of the Faith" has been sending from five to six thousand dollars, every year, to the Territory of Arizona, for the
support of the Catholic clergy, the schools and the churches'!

Archbishop Salpointe's resignation had been accepted and
acknowledged by the Holy See by February 26, 1894, as determined from a letter to his successor, Archbishop Capelle.
". . . I suppose you know that Archbishop Salpointe's resignation has been accepted and I am now in charge of the Archdiocese." 2 Archbishop Salpointe had retired to Tucson as
Archbishop of the Titular See of Tomi.3
Archbishop Salpointe was not one to long remain inactive. During the thirty-six years which marked his endeavors
1. The Arizona Enterprise, December 21, 1893 (XIII, 37), P. 6, col. 2-3.
2. Chapelle to Reverend Jos. Gourey, February 26,1894, (A.A.S.F.).
3. Santa Fe Daily New Mexican, February 19, 1894, p. 4, col. 2. "Archbishop Salpointe
is now and has been for some time in Tucson, Arizona Territory."

224

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW

to accomplish God's work for souls in Arizona and New Mexico, his unflagging interest in the history of the Southwest,
coupled with an ardent admiration for the early Jesuit and
Franciscan missionaries, urged the Archbishop to record that
history to the best of his ability. Since his arrival in New
Mexico, in 1859, he had studied every available source of
information and had maintained contact with historical societies and individuals, who, like himself, wanted the knowledge of the ancient cultures preserved. It is no wonder' then
that this period of the Archbishop's life should prove as useful and beneficial to posterity as his former active ministry
in the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona had been to
his people.
The old adobe house in Tucson where he lived and worked,
called by him his "palace," reflected the Archbishop's detachment from worldly goods and his love for the modest and simple manner of living. Mother Catherine Drexel, who visited
Archbishop Salpointe in the spring of 1894, described his
room as poorly furnished. The entire contents consisted of a
small iron bed and three yellow chairs-no carpets, not even
a rug. A crucifix hung above the bed. 4 It was here at his "palace" that Archbishop Salpointe began to make progress in
organizing the many notes he had accumulated on the Indians, the missions and the missionaries of the Southwest,
the "Kingdom of St. Francis." 5
In the fall of 1895, Archbishop Salpointe determined to
make a journey to Europe. On his way East, he was given a
grand farewell at Santa Fe by his friends who gathered to bid
him God-speed and a safe return. On this occasion the Archbishop was presented with a beautiful gold headed cane. In
Europe he visited his relatives and friends in France and
then spent much time in the historical archives in Madrid,
Spain, delving into the records of the past data relative to
the early history of the Church in New Mexico, Arizona, and
Mexico. 6
4. Report of St. Catherine'. Indu.trial School, Introduction, (A.A.S.F.).
5. See p. 133.

6. Santa Fe Daily New Me",ican, November 9, 1895, p. 4, col. 2.
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Returning to Tucson, Archbishop Salpointe resumed the
writing of his book. The following interesting public announcement concerning his book was published a number of
months before the book was completed.
. . . It will be pleasing to those interested in the early history
of this region to learn that the Archbishop is now and has been
for many months engaged in the preparation of a book on the
early Catholic missionaries and the founding of the missions,
the christening of the valleys, and the mountains, and thus
perpetuating the names of the saints in this region, in the
names of our valleys and mountains. The publication will be
one of much value for its authenticity and historical research.
The publication will be issued during the next six months, and
will contain about three hundred pages. It will be looked for
with much interest. The title of the book will be The [sic]
Soldiers of the Cross, which is both significant and suggestive
of the scope of the work. 7

Archbishop Salpointe's book was finished in the spring of
1898, and he had it published at St. Boniface's Industrial
School, Banning, California. This school, like St. Catherine's
Industrial School, Santa Fe, was also a Catholic boarding
school for Indians. The book, Soldiers of the Cross, is a valuable source of information for all those interested in Southwest history, and it is for this achievement that Archbishop
Salpointe merits the title, Historian of the Kingdom.
In June, 1898, Archbishop Salpointe lost the power of
speech although his general health continued fairly good.
However, in the following month on July 15th, he died.
. . . Monday he [Archbishop Salpointe] received visitors and
was in excellent spirits, but the storm of Tuesday prostrated
him and he passed quietly and peacefully away in St. Mary's
Hospital,3 a.m., July 15th.
Bishop Bourgade was absent in Prescott at the time. He
was advised by telegraph and is expected to reach home in the
morning [sic], when final arrangements for the funeral will
be made. It will, it is expected, take place Monday morning
about 10 o'clock.
Tomorrow afternoon the body will be placed in the Cathe-

---7. Arizona Daily Star. (Tucson). July 28. 1897 (XXIX. 169). p. 4. coL 3.
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dral where all may take a last look at a "Soldier of the Cross"
who has done so much to make Arizona what it is today.8

As Bishop of Tucson,9 Bishop Bourgade officiated at the
funeral ceremonies and Archbishop Salpointe's remains now
lie under the sanctuary of St. Agustin Cathedral in Tucson,
Arizona. lO
That Archbishop Salpointe was a humble man and one
who never pressed his achievements or stressed his accomplishments to gain favor or acknowledgment was recognized
in both cities, Santa Fe and Tucson, where the Archbishop
spent most of the years of his priestly life. The daily papers
of both cities reflect this truth in the following articles.
Owing to circumstances possibly on account of the great
popularity of Archbishop Lamy, whom he succeeded, also because of his radical [sic] modesty, Archbishop Salpointe, in
some social circles, has passed almost unobserved and possibly
full credit has not been given to his labors. 11
There died yesterday at the ripe old age of 73, a Godfearing and an upright man. With the death of this man, the Right
Reverend J. B. Salpointe, there passes away one of the most
important figures in all the early history of Arizona. He was a
quiet and an unassuming gentleman and his personal interests
were liable to be overlooked in the bustle and make up of frontier life, but his influence and handiwork was ever present.
He was the man of God and he moved among men doing good
always.12

VI. Conclusion
Below the shield on Archbishop Salpointe's coat of arms
is the one word, Fides, faith. This motto he chose for himself,
and it emphasizes the characteristic and governing virtue
of this pioneer prelate of Arizona and New Mexico.
8. ArizonrLDrLily Citizen, (Tucson), July 16,1898, (XXXIV, 73), p. 4, col. 4.
9. The Vicariate Apostolic of Arizona was erected as the Diocese of Tucson on May 10,
1893. Bull. of Erection by Pope Leo XIII (A.A.S.F.).
10.. New Mexico; A Guide to the Cowrful StrLte, compiled by Writers' Program of the
Work Projects Administration in the State of New Mexico (New York: Hasting House,
1940), P. 202. This book erroneously states that Archbishop Salpointe is buried under the
high altar of the Cathedral of St. Francis, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
11. SrLntrL Fe New MexicrLn, November 9, 1895, p. 4, col. 2.
12. Arizona Daily Citizen, (Tucson), July 16, 1898, (XXXIV, 73), p. 4, col. 4.
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That the Archbishop's faith was deep and strong was
manifested continually in his priestly life. The Archbishop's
desire to carry that Faith to distant peoples and to share that
Faith with them was evident from the first time, in the summer of 1859, that he heard Father Peter Eguillon speak of
the need for priests in the Southwest area of the United
States. Authorized by Bishop Lamy of the Santa Fe Diocese,
Father Eguillon recruited a number of young Frenchmen,
priests and Brothers, as volunteers to serve in his far away
American diocese. Among these volunteers was Father John
Baptist Salpointe. It took a lively faith to enable these young
men to leave the country of their birth and to journey to a
land comparatively uncivilized and infested with hostile Indians. The volunteers proved themselves equal to the challenge, and, after the experiences of ocean and overland prairie travel, they arrived on October 27, 1859, at the scene of
their future labors, Santa Fe, the City of Holy Faith. This
city was the See City of the Diocese of Santa Fe which comprised the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona.
Father Salpointe was given the task of teaching a few
seminarians. In 1860, assigned to the parish of Mora as pastor, he repaired the Church and built schools. The Faith nurtured in these schools would show its effects in future
generations.
A far greater field for the exercise of his faith presented
itself when Father Salpointe was accepted as a volunte€r
for the Mission of Arizona in 1866. In the Arizona Territory
there was a twofold mission. There were the many inhabitants who already possessed the gift of faith; some families
having retained it for centuries. However, even these needed
their faith to be enkindled and nourished. In addition to these
there were many who lacked the gift of Faith. These had to
be reached, and were reached through the zealous priestly
activities of Father Salpointe.
To accomplish these ends, Father Salpointe, who was elevated to the episcopal dignity on September 25, 1868, ceaselessly devoted all his energies. He secured more priests, built
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churches, schools and a hospital. He obtained Sisters to staff
the schools, the hospital and to instruct the Indians at Mission
San Xavier del Bac. As the bishop exercising jurisdiction in
the Vicariate Apostolic of Arizona, he faithfully visited the
parishes and missions, to encourage the priests and people
and to administer the Sacrament of Confirmation. The visitations which Bishop Salpointe made during these years usually
lasted from three to four months and the Prelate had to travel
with the very least of conveniences and comfort. There was
also the ever present dread of attacking Apaches. Bishop Salpointe admitted that he, himself, "always experienced a kind
of painful apprehension for a few days before starting on a
journey." He goes on to say, however, that "they [priests who
were his co-laborers] must acknowledge that there has been
a special Providence watching over them."! Faith in this
Divine Providence was the key to his life.
Having been appointed coadjutor to Archbishop Lamy of
Santa Fe on April 22, 1884, Bishop Salpointe succeeded to
that See on August 6, 1885, upon the resignation of Archbishop Lamy. During the nine years that Archbishop Salpointe performed his duties as Ordinary of the Archdiocese
of Santa Fe, his faith, strengthened by previous trials and
successes, enabled him to administer the affairs of the Church
with the assurance of God's help. He faced the problem of
"Los Penitentes" and attempted a solution. He instituted the
first of the Archdiocesan Synods to regulate and systematize
both the spiritual and temporal business of the Church. He
succeeded in securing Government support for Indian schools
and also saw the erection of St. Catherine's Industrial School
for Indians, built with funds from Mother Catherine Drexel.
He expanded the number of parishes and schools, and when
the Jesuit Fathers moved their College from Las Vegas, New
Mexico, in 1888, he had a diocesan College, staffed by Christian Brothers, built to replace it.
During the years he spent in Tucson after he had resigned
his office as Archbishop of Santa Fe on January 7,1894, Arch1. Salpointe. Soldiers of the Cross. op. cit.• pp. 255-256.
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bishop Salpointe, ever the scholar, collected and preserved for
posterity that story of the spread of the Catholic faith that
inspired and encouraged the early missionaries in the Southwest region of the United States. In his volume, Soldiers of
the Cross, although not a definitive study, the story of the
Roman Catholic Church in the Southwest is traced from its
earliest beginnings down to 1896. The events mentioned towards the end of the volume are rather sketchy, which can
no doubt be accounted for when it is realized that Archbishop
Salpointe commenced this work when he was sixty-nine years
old and completed it a few months before his death on July
15, 1898, at seventy-three years of age.
The Faith, which, in 1866, as Vicar General of Bishop
Lamy, Father Salpointe labored to plant and extend in the
Arizona Territory has today multiplied itself one hundred
fold. In the Diocese of Tucson, according to the last official
records, there are one hundred eighty-eight priests, governed
by the Ordinary of the Diocese who is assisted by an Auxiliary Bishop. There are sixty-seven parishes, fifty-six chapels
and fifty-eight missions. Four hundred fifty-six Sisters of
seventeen different Religious orders staff the schools and hospitals. In the forty-four Catholic high and elementary schools
over twenty-eight thousand youths are enrolled. 2
These statistics are ample proof that the seeds of the Faith
planted and nourished by Archbishop Salpointe in the fertile
area of Tucson have blossomed and are monuments of recognition to Archbishop Salpointe and the other Soldiers of the
Cross. This present study has endeavored to demonstrate the
complete appropriateness of the one word embossed below
the shield on Archbishop Salpointe's coat of arms, Fides,
faith.

2. Official Catholic DirectOTY, (New York: P. J. Kennedy, 1955), pp. 657·660.

Book Reviews
Guide to Materials on Latin America in the National Archives. By John P. Harrison. Washington: The National
Archives, 1961. Vol. I, Pp. 246.
"The purpose of the guide," states Dr. Harrison, "is to
describe and assist the investigator in locating the materials
in the National Archives concerned with Latin America."
This is a comprehensive regional supplement, the first such
issued to the general Guide to the Records in the National Archives (1948). It is the first of two volumes to be issued on
LatinAmerica and covers the "general" records of the Government and of the Departments of State, Treasury, War,
and Navy.
This is an impressive, detailed survey; it is the fruit of
Mr. Harrison's half-dozen years of employment as Latin
American specialist for the National Archives. The guide
makes intelligible the complex organizational breakdown of
the archives and describes the magnitude, nature, general
substance, and possible research value of Latin American
materials extant in the numerous record groups. The technique used is to describe representative documents in each
record group in sufficient detail to suggest the possible value
and interest the individual collection might have for the
researcher.
Described under the section "General Records of United
States Government" are the reports of the cl~ims commissions, of the boundary commissions, and of United States participation in all the Inter-American Conferences and Commissions since 1826.
In the State Department section, to which about 40 per
cent of the guide is devoted, Mr. Harrison places the descriptive emphasis upon little known and seldom used collections.
Definitely not in the latter category are the Diplomatic Instructions and Diplomatic Dispatches, both of which are now
available on microfilm. But for the person who wishes to dig
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deeply this guide will suggest to him the mine of untapped
information hidden in the voluminous consular materials and
post records. There is also a section on the Territorial Papers.
The Treasury Department section deals mainly with the
problem of customs collections at various Gulf Coast ports.
This includes the activities of the Coast Guard. In the general
report of treasury agents, there is a special section (pp. 145146) dealing with smuggling and other activities along the
Rio Grande.
Of main interest to Southwest historians, however, will
be the War Department section, for the records described
herein relate mainly to the Mexican border area. Main categories include the Mexican War, the subsequent border troubles (both Mexican and Indian) in the latter part of the nineteenth century, and the Mexican Revolution (1910-1921).
Also listed herein are fairly complete records of the activities of the United States Army in Cuba and the Canal Zone.
The final section, that dealing with the Navy Department,
is the best organized. The reports from ship captains have a
special importance, says Mr. Harrison, for "after 1830, whenever there was a revolution of national importance or a local
political disturbance in Latin America that threatened the
lives or investments of United States citizens, a United States
naval vessel was likely to be on the spot." There is also a detailed account of the records available on the extensive Marine Corps activity in the Caribbean and Central America
during the years 1915-1932.
This guide is an indispensable research tool both for historians dealing with Latin America, and with Latin America
and the United States. In addition, it should be of special interest to scholars doing research on the southwest since 1830
because of the large amount of North Mexican and borderland materials described. Use of this first volume of the guide
will be greatly facilitated by the publication of Volume 2,
which is to contain the index for both.
University of New Mexico

EDWIN LIEUWEN
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The Cattle Kings. By Lewis Atherton. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1961. Pp. xii, 308. Ills., maps, index.
$6.95.
Richard Trimble, a recent Harvard graduate turned cattleman, wrote home to his parents in New York City on
February 22, 1883,
I am sorry thee has so little confidence in my ability to judge
whether it is for my advantage to stay on the ranch or in Cheyenne. There are two sides to the cattle business, the theory and
the practice, one of which is better learned in Cheyenne where
men congregate and the other on the ranch.
(Trimble Collection, Western History Research Center, Universityof Wyoming)

These two sentences summed up in graphic manner the
dilemma, theoretically speaking, which faced many eastern
would-be cattlemen. A quick perusal of their annual reports
is all the evidence that is necessary to discover that most cattlemen were not troubled by alternatives of theory and practice. As for Trimble, more conscientious than many of his
friends, he alternated between the two cultures for three
years before returning to Wall Street where he eventually
became the first secretary of the U. S. Steel Corporation.
Lewis Atherton has written a socio-cultural study of the
cattlemen with an added dash of economic analysis. Who was
this figure of a cattleman? He came from a diverse and cosmopolitan eastern background. The motivations for leaving the
East were as varied as the backgrounds; health, excitement,
visions of economic rewards, or just plain wanderlust resulted in the easterner appearing on the frontier.
Once in the West he developed a way of life which was
noted for both stability and paradoxes. A pragmatist, the
cattleman had a live and let live philosophy. Yet when he
was pressed by economic circumstances his laissez-faire approach could easily vanish. A firm believer in discipline, he,
on occasion would succumb to lawlessness, as the studies of
Wayne Gard and John Caughey have shown. Hard in his per-
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sonal business dealings, he was often generous with his family and philanthropies (though the latter was frequently left
to his wife). In that overworked phrase, he was a rugged
individualist, who would co-operate with other cattlemen in
forming stock growers associations for the purpose of solving problems of mutual concern. Yet his allegiance to these
organizations was to tenuous that he would readily resign his
membership (after the disastrous winter of 1886-1887, the
cattlemen resigned wholesale from the Wyoming Stock
Growers Association, a study in futility as well as economics). There was a more finely balanced mixture of individualism and co-operation than has been generally admitted.
The author offers his most viable contribution in revealing the common denominators between the Western cattlemen and the Eastern businessman. Was there as much of a
clash of culture as has been assumed? An Eastern culture
often did thrive when transplanted to the West. However
the reverse process of the Western facade being grafted onto
the East could be as artificial as false fronted architecture.
What seems to disturb the author most is why the central
figure of the range economy has been neglected, when the
cowboy has been transformed into a folk hero. The author
suggests several reasons: there was a general distrust of
business in the late nineteenth century, the cowboy was a
more generally identifiable species than the individualistic
cattleman, and the cowboy was good copy for writers-action
rather than character subtleties were conducive to a uncomplicated plot. What Atherton has left unanswered is why so
much of this western range fiction is so inferior in literary
quality. Little historical imagination is necessary to note that
the cattleman may well have had a better fate in being neglected than the cowboy has received by being embalmed by
hordes of pulp writers.
Atherton's announced aim of placing the cattleman in
American culture has been achieved successfully with an ease
of literary style that many historians might well envy.
University of Wyoming

GENE M. GRESSLEY
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An Affair of Honor. Woodrow Wilson and the Occupation of
Veracruz. By Robert E. Quirk. Lexington: University of
Kentucky Press, 1962. Pp. vi, 184. $5.00.
Since the United States has been reaping in Latin America an unhappy harvest sown in an age of exuberant adolescence, the historian of diplomacy has virtually a mandate to
berate the shapers and misshapers of an abortive foreign policy with the irreverence and zeal for expose which characterized the muckrakers of the Progressive Era. Alas, poor
Wilson! Once revered as a towering idealist, he has been
steadily reduced in stature until one suspects he may subsequently appear in history-until resurrected by neo-idealists
-as merely the first in a line of golfplaying presidents. Indeed, when the golf scores of chief executives are compareda research task not yet accomplished-it is probable we shall
learn that Wilson was as impervious to advice on the links as
he was in the White House, thereby accruing shamefully high
scores and falling into innumerable sandtraps, while insisting on using his old No.3 iron despite the would-be peer
group's advice to use a putter. Such is the inevitable fate, as
David Riesman might say, of an inner-directed man in a society moving toward the other-directedness typified by Warren G.Harding..
Robert E. Quirk is unquestionably one of the most able
and talented of those presently engaged in exposing the fables
and foibles of United States foreign policy in the interventionist period in Latin America. The present work, awarded
$1,000 by the Mississippi Valley Historical Association, was
preceded by the author's The Mexican Revolution, 1914-1915
(Indiana University Press, 1960), which received the Bolton
prize of the American Historical Association.
Since Professor Quirk seems unable, or at least unwilling,
to write anything less than a prize winner, one may wonder
as to the secrets of his success. In the opinion of this reviewer,
the excellence of An Affair of Honor rests on two qualities.
One is thoroughness of research. The author has carefully
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examined an impressive quantity of sources-Navy logbooks,
newspapers, diaries, private papers, and appropriate files in
the National Archives, the Departments of the Army, Navy,
and Interior, and the Mexican archives. Like Justin Smith
before him, who walked the routes of the United States army
in the war with Mexico, Professor Quirk has viewed at first
hand the site of the Tampico incident and has absorbed by
observation, interviews with old residents, and intensive
reading, the atmosphere of Veracruz in 1914, scene of the
seven months' occupation by United States military forces.
Secondly, the author sketches his characters and scenes
convincingly and with frequent evidence of artistry. One
does not soon forget, even if one does not entirely agree with,
Quirk's Wilson-so convinced of his own rightness that it
was a standing joke at the White House that complete ignorance of Mexico was an indispensable qualification for talking to Wilson about it. About Wilson, Quirk observed that
"nothing bolsters a man's confidence in his own rectitude
more than scanty information."
Equally vivid are portrayals of Nelson J. O'Shaughnessy,
the charge d'affaires in Mexico and his wife, for whom diplomatic life was a "mad whirl of entertainment." They are
glimpsed most often in proximity with Victoriano Huertathe Mexican president whom Wilson was trying to eject from
power. O'Shaughnessy is pictured exchanging "abrazos" and
jokes with Huerta; his wife, on many occasions, is seen "looking almost regal" when entering salons on the arm of the
Mexican president. Rear Admiral Henry T. Mayo, "firmjawed with a scraggly mustache," is unforgettable as the
commander off Tampico who demanded official apologies for
the arrest of some American sailors, while Secretary of State
Bryan is portrayed as cheerfully misreading and misinterpreting dispatches from Mexico.
Nor will readers soon forget Quirk's description of Veracruz in 1914 where "sea and sky strive to match or surpass
each other with azure blue for emerald green, filmy cloud for
whitecap and spume." One may almost smell the city where
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vultures reeked of carrion as they hopped about in the meat
market feeding on waste scraps tossed on the floor. The occupation of Veracruz by some 7,000 troops is excellently presented-the massive cleaning up of garbage, of venereal disease, and of the vile prison of San Juan de Ulna. Quirk is candid in his revelation of United States' soldiers abroad-lining up by the scores for their favorite prostitute. One almost
suspects that humor won out over verity in the sources to
read that American and other foreign prostitutes, barred
from operating in Veracruz out of respect for Mexico's national feelings, protested that such restriction was in violation of freedom of trade.
An Affair of Honor does not so much reinterpret the·
events in United States relations with Mexico between April
and November, 1914, as it demonstrates that American representatives abroad, whether of the military or diplomatic
corps, distorted facts in their reporting of incidents which inflamed the nationalism of which Mayo, Wilson and others
were, in their various ways, an expression. One does learn
that the munitions cargo of the German ship, Ypiranga, originated with Remington in New York rather than in Germany
as scholars familiar with only the documents in the Foreign
Relations of the United States have supposed. But in general
the main outline of developments, which have to do with Wilson's efforts to extricate himself from the sandtrap of uphold.,.
ing United States' honor, remains unchanged.
There are a few statements which tend to be misleading.
In the preface, p. v, to point out that military occupation suppressed civil rights is to assume that such rights previously
existed in practice. It is also only a partial explanation to say
that Mexican resentment in 1914 was due to Wilson's injection of a moral issue into his non-recognition policy. It would
appear that rising Mexican nationalism, rather than Wilson's
moralism, was responsible for the reaction in Mexico which
was so different than that displayed in 1847-48. The author
also is inconsistent in saying that Wilson would sacrifice
American property owners in Tampico to his policy of oust-
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ing Huerta (p. 48), when on p. 18 he had stated it was Wilson's general policy (Huerta or no Huerta) not to protect
property owners abroad. The author also yields rather too
much to effect in saying the Americans "killed hundreds of
Mexicans to take Veracruz" (p. 154) when he had earlier
stated the figure was about 200, or possibly somewhat more.
"Hundreds" imply many more than 200 as a descriptive
statement of quantity. Lastly, those nurtured on Ray Stannard Baker's Woodrow Wilson, 6 vols. (New York, 1946)
will find it difficult wholly to replace the favorable if biased
image of Wilson in that work with the crochety, egotistical,
gblfplayer reflected in Quirk's book.
The virtues of An Affair of Honor, however, vastly outweigh any defects. For a picture of how individuals shape foreign policy, of conduct and misconduct abroad, and of the
motivations and manners of leading figures in American diplomacy, this work achieves a high standard. The historiography of United States diplomacy has been greatly enriched by this contribution.
University of New Mexico

TROY

S. FLOYD

El Morro: Inscription Rock, New Mexico. By John M. Slater.
Los Angeles: The Plantin Press, 1961. Pp. xiv, 157. Illustrations, maps, bibliography and index. $30.00.
El Morro is introduced to the reader by Lawrence Clark
Powell with his usual poetic sensitivity to the Southwestern
scene. He is followed by a brief historical sketch for the Spanish-Mexican period, beginning with Cabeza de Baca, that discusses the various travelers who passed by the rock and
presents a translation of their inscriptions (pp. 1-25). The
American Period (p. 27-50) includes selective inscriptions,
largely before 1875, and an account of the establishment of
EI Morro as a National Monument.
A list of the inscriptions with a reference system to a map
whereby the reader can locate the site of a particular item
on the rock fills pp. 53-72, followed by pictures of the rock,
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pueblo ruins, and inscriptions (pp. 74-133). These are photographs with a few reprints of sketches from older publications. The artistry is of the highest quality.
The book is an invaluable reproduction of an historical
record that will be destroyed eventually by nature with its
dedicated purpose of changing the face of the earth. El Morro
is a monument of sandstone and cannot endure forever, least
of all the recordings of travelers who pasaron por aqui.
F.D.R.

The United States and Pancho Villa: a Study in Unconventional Diplomacy. By Clarence C. Clendenen. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 1961. Pp. xiv. 352. $5.75.
Whether as an object of wild adulation or bitter hatred,
or as a leading character in a Broadway musical, Pancho Villa
has always evoked strong emotions. A winner of the American Historical Association's Beveridge Award for 1961, this
scholarly book subjects one phase of Villa's colorful career
to objective scrutiny. Its author is a retired colonel who began
his army service on the Mexican border soon after World
War I. Focussing primarily on the diplomatic relations between the Mexican leader and American officials during the
Wilson era, Clendenen seeks to explain why, despite a half
century of border clashes before 1914, a diplomatic crisis
then developed. A large portion of the book traces the reverberations of the Mexican revolution in American foreign
policy. Patiently the author fills in details to indicate Wilson's
shifting attitudes towards Villa and Carranza. Clendenen
feels that once the complicated patchwork of Mexican politics during the revolution is laid bare Wilson's policies are
fully vindicated.
This volume makes at least two contributions towards a
better understanding of United States-Mexican relations. As
a student of diplomacy, Clendenen is able to ignore many of
Villa's barbarities which are only incidental in this account,
and to paint a more favorable portrait of the Revolutionary
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leader. Until Wilson's recognition of Carranza in 1916, Villa
was consistently friendly towards the United States. Among
the political figures in Mexico there was none who was more
favorably inclined towards the big neighbor in the north. In
contrast, Carranza is pictured here not as a benign democrat,
but as an implacable and obstinate foe of American policies,
good or bad. Perhaps the greatest contribution of the book is
to place the Mexican troubles into their proper context within
American diplomacy. The author shows that these difficulties
were of much greater concern to Wilson than has been realized by historians who have concentrated on his relations
with German and European statesmen. The bandit raids of
Villa had ramifications that were global. German military
leaders, especially Ludendorff and Bernstorff, were convinced
by Wilson's "watchful waiting" that the United States was
weak, incompetent and indecisive and would not resort to war
even under extreme provocation. This impression contributed
heavily towards the decision to renew unrestricted submarine
warfare in January, 1917, and to the ill-fated Zimmerman
Telegram. If the skirmishes along the Texas border were
sometimes of small magnitude, their implications were of
world-wide significance.
Scholars will welcome Clendenen's book. In many parts
the style is clear and the documentation adequate. Dr. Clendenen has relied primarily on American sources including
State Department publications, Army records in the National
Archives, and personal manuscripts like those of Pershing.
Unfortunately he has not used Mexican sources. In Mexico
City the personal archives of General Roque Gonzales Garza,
president of the Convention in 1914, contain much pertinent
correspondence with Villa. There are no references to materials in the Ejercito Nacional or the Relaciones Exteriores.
The absence of citations to Mexican or Southwestern newspapers indicates that the author has not extensively used vast
and fruitful collections in the Hemeroteca Nadonal and the
Biblioteca de Mexico, or in the Library of Congress and the
Universities of Texas, Arizona and New Mexico. Neverthe-
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less, this is a useful account which can be read with profit not
only by students of the Southwest, and of American diplomacy, but also by specialists in Latin-American studies. It
illuminates the complicated web of domestic politics and diplomacy on both sides of the border in a period when both
nations were in the throes of crisis.
University of New Mexico
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